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 Selma, Alabama is no stranger to public battles over race, racism, and 
accessibility to public and private spaces. During the Civil Rights Movement of the 
1960s, organizers in Selma coordinated voting rights campaigns and civil rights marches 
that made the front-page headlines in every national newspaper. On August 25, 2012, a 
battle over a bronze bust did not exactly make the front-page, but also did not escape the 
notice of New York Times journalist Robbie Brown.1 The monument commemorated 
General Nathan Bedford Forrest, a Confederate general from Tennessee who commanded 
an 1863 military campaign in Alabama during the Civil War. Forrest is remembered for 
his deeds both on and off the battlefield. He is more infamously recalled as the first 
Grand Wizard of the Ku Klux Klan and for ordering the massacre of African American 
Union troops at Fort Pillow in 1864. 
 The bust of Forrest in Selma is not the only monument dedicated in memory of 
the General. Monuments in Gadsden, Alabama; Rome, Georgia; Eva, Tennessee; and 
Memphis, Tennessee represent only a small portion of commemorative markers honoring 
Forrest. However, the bust in Selma might be the most 
recent. In 2000, Selma’s Mayor’s Office approved the 
erection of the bust in front of the Smitherman Building, a 
local Civil War museum.2 When members of the Selma 
community organized in protest of the monument, the City 
Council ordered its relocation off public lands to a private 
site at Confederate Circle in Live Oak Cemetery. One day 
Figure 1-1: Statue of Nathan 
Bedford Forrest (Selma, AL) 
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in March 2012, the bust vanished; so a local organization called the Friends of Forrest 
arranged for a replacement, planning to display the new bust in Live Oak on an even 
taller pedestal that would be guarded by an iron fence and surveillance cameras. In 
August 2012, 20 protesters attempted to block the construction of the statue and its 
protective gating, while other community members circulated a petition lobbying City 
Council, collecting over 69,000 signatures, to prohibit the erection of a new monument. 
 Brown’s article, “Bust of Civil War General Stirs Anger in Alabama,” reveals a 
community divided by Civil War memory, which continues to spark public debates over 
symbols, sites, and monuments all over the American South.3 Community members like 
Rose Saunders believes that “ Glorying Nathan B. Forrest here is like glorifying a Nazi in 
Germany.” Todd Kiscaden, member of Friends of Forrest, argues, “There’s a monument 
to Martin Luther King in town. We don’t deface that monument. We don’t harass people. 
So let us enjoy the same treatment.” While Malika Sanders-Fortier points to how the 
legacies of the Civil War persist in pitting people against one another, “Here we are on 
the 150th anniversary of the Civil War, and we’re still having the same fights.” 
 One hundred and fifty years later, this seemingly endless controversy over the 
enduring public memory of slavery, the Civil War, Reconstruction, and Jim Crow is 
exactly what makes Brown’s article newsworthy. Brown writes, the “battle over what to 
do with a bronze bust of a contradictory and controversial general has lasted far longer 
than the war itself.”4 The American Civil War raged from 1861 to 1865, but continues to 
smolder within American consciousness, periodically erupting in debate over the public 
presence of symbols like the Confederate flag or monuments like the bust of Forrest. The 
question that consumes historians and captivates journalists like Brown is why after all 
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this time are Americans still preoccupied with the history of the Civil War? Why do we 
still care? 
 A clear and succinct answer eludes the most intrepid explorers of this question, as 
the answer is shrouded within layers of competing memory. But it is this precise 
imprecision that inspires historians, public historians, and journalists to continue to wade 
into the quagmire. Tony Horwitz attempted an answer in his journalistic account of this 
sustained battle over Civil War memory Confederates in the Attic: Dispatches from the 
Unfinished Civil War, chronicling Horwtiz’s travels through the South in the 1990s.5 His 
book reveals that continued interest in Civil War remembrance is entirely personal and 
because of its individual nature, presents more questions than answers. Individuals’ 
passion for this historical period might stem from feelings of nostalgia, an empathetic 
link between oneself and historical persons, ancestry, imaginative appeal, a childhood 
obsession, or an ideological kinship (just to name a few).  
But what turns Civil War memory from an after school hobby to a charged 
political conflict is not the childhood obsessions or feeling of nostalgia, but where Civil 
War history and commemoration of the Confederacy intersect with the public memory of 
slavery and racism within American history. It is this history, especially that of the short-
lived Confederate States of American, that incites conflict and leads many to wonder 
what it is about the antebellum South, Civil War, and the Confederacy that captures the 
imagination of so many up through the twenty-first century. Horwitz writes, “Was there 
such a thing as politically correct remembrance of the Confederacy? Or was any attempt 
to honor the Cause inevitably tainted by what Southerners once delicately referred to as 
their ‘peculiar institution’?”6 Horwitz’s questions are at the crux of the issues 
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surrounding Civil War memory and the celebration of the Confederacy, and more 
specifically relate to the problems in preserving the postbellum commemorative 
landscape. 
This thesis deals exclusively with monuments commemorating the Confederacy, 
Confederate soldiers and war heroes, the antebellum South, slavery, Reconstruction, and 
Jim Crow that endure in countless public spaces throughout the American South. 
Postbellum monuments incite local controversy over whether to remove or preserve the 
monument on its original site. Because there exists an eclectic range of monuments 
dedicated in memory of a variety of people, places, and events, the term Civil War 
monument or Confederate monument fails to encapsulate the scope of what these 
monuments commemorate as well as the wide span of time in which they were built. For 
the duration, I refer to these monuments as postbellum monuments within the postbellum 
commemorative landscape in reference to its general years of construction, 1865 to 1940, 
the period following the Civil War and before the Civil Rights era. 
Historians and preservation professionals value these monuments as a historic 
resource, which serves to illustrate the fight over public memory that ensued following 
Reconstruction and in conjunction with the institutionalization of Jim Crow. However, 
not all see these monuments as valuable objects of history. Postbellum monuments 
convey, to some, a lasting message of white supremacy and romanticize a society built 
upon a system of slave labor, while others defend the significance of these monuments as 
contributing to their personal understanding of Southern history, identity, and heritage. 
The preservation of postbellum monuments in public spaces is dogged at every turn by 
the history that bore them into being in the first place. 
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Chapter One, “A Veiled History: Building the Postbellum Commemorative 
Landscape,” recounts a brief history of the postbellum commemorative landscape. This 
narrative begins in the years immediately following the Civil War during which the first 
monuments commemorating the Confederacy were built. These initial funeral 
monuments celebrated the memory of Confederate dead, erected in cemeteries or 
confined to more private spaces of reflection. As Northern Republican control over the 
South receded with the end of Reconstruction, Southern Democrats worked to 
reconstitute antebellum class divisions in the wake of emancipation by sanctioning their 
new rule through the power of the old. Prior to the outbreak of war, slave owners 
dominated the South’s political, economic, and social spheres. Following the Civil War 
and the dismantling of Southern slavery, large landowners and emerging industrialists no 
longer drew their power from a system of slave labor, but used its memory to manipulate 
public feelings to refashion their traditional political dominance over both lower class 
whites and African Americans. The “Lost Cause,” or the celebration of the history of the 
antebellum South and the Confederacy, appears within political dialogues immediately 
following the war to reinforce the power of white upper class men and reaches a fevered 
zenith in the 1890s during the systematization of Jim Crow. White Southerners erected 
monuments in public spaces as a means of influencing public opinion in this campaign to 
constrict the democratic rights of African Americans and lower class whites. The breadth 
of monuments erected during this period are spread throughout the American South, 
adding further difficulty to illustrating the already complicated narrative of the building 
of the postbellum landscape. Caretakers of these monuments today are confronted by the 
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challenging prospect of conveying the complexities of a monument’s multi-layered 
history within a fractured landscape. 
Modern Southern heritage groups sustain this postbellum political power struggle 
over Southern memory in their continued commemoration and celebration of the 
Confederacy as part of their Southern heritage and identity. In Chapter Two, “Heritage 
vs. History: Balancing the Values of Opposing Stakeholders,” I explore the beliefs and 
values of stakeholders who advocate for the preservation of postbellum monuments as 
compared to stakeholders who advocate for their removal. For advocates for preservation, 
Southern heritage groups like the United Daughters of the Confederacy and Sons of 
Confederate Veterans, the feelings tied to these Confederate symbols can be very 
personal and emotional. Conversely, advocates for the removal of postbellum monuments 
question this idea of Southern heritage because it purposely overlooks the legacy of 
slavery and racism in America. The National Association for the Advancement of 
Colored People (NAACP) is an organization that regularly campaigns for the removal of 
monuments because these stakeholders see these symbols of the Confederacy as bearing 
within them the racist values of their creators.  
Contending with these opposing values is a balancing act for preservation 
professionals who become entangled in the conflict in their efforts to preserve postbellum 
monuments as significant historic objects. Many postbellum monuments are eligible for 
listing or listed on state registers and the National Register of Historic Places under the 
criteria established by the United States Department of the Interior and the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966. For preservation professionals, advocates for history, 
their interest in postbellum monuments is academic rather than a charged symbol or an 
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emotional icon that figures into the construction of a personal identity. An approach 
promoted by preservation professionals, a values-based methodology, argues that 
preservationists can rectify stakeholder values by encouraging stakeholders to participate 
in the development of a conservation management plan and present these conflicting 
values to the public on site. Yet this values-based approach assumes that the differences 
in political power between stakeholder groups does not affect their ability to participate 
equally in the process of preservation and conservation management. In examining a 
values-based approach to preservation, I question the capacity of preservation 
professionals to foster consensus among stakeholders and to claim postbellum 
monuments only as historic resources without also advocating for the painful memory of 
slavery and racism in American history.  
To understand how stakeholders and preservation professionals relate to one 
another amidst the battle over the preservation of an actual postbellum monument, I have 
chosen case studies, examining three different Confederate monuments that reflect 
different periods in the history of the postbellum commemorative landscape.  Chapter 
Three, “Case Studies: Lessons in Preservation Management,” examines monuments 
sponsored by veterans groups, municipal governments, and second generation 
commemorative groups in Alexandria, Virginia; New Orleans, Louisiana; and Harpers 
Ferry, West Virginia. For each monument, a moment of intervention (whether deliberate 
or otherwise) precipitated conflict, threatening the monument’s removal, but instead led 
to the re-examining or reinterpretation of the monument in question. The Robert E. Lee 
Camp of the United Confederate Veterans erected the Confederate Statue in Alexandria 
in memory of the city’s Confederate soldiers who mustered at the site before marching 
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off to fight in the Civil War. Erected in 1891 by the city of New Orleans, the Liberty 
Place Monument commemorates the Crescent City White League’s uprising against the 
city’s Republican Reconstruction government on September 14, 1874. Lastly, the United 
Daughters of the Confederacy and Sons of Confederate Veterans sponsored the Heyward 
Shepherd Monument in Harpers Ferry in 1931, memorializing the death of Heyward 
Shepherd at the hand of John Brown’s men during his raid of the National Armory.  
Municipal and government agencies in charge of the preservation of the 
postbellum monument in each case study lacked the capacity to solve the problems that 
arose in their campaign to preserve these monuments in public spaces. Also absent was a 
coordinated vision to assist the public in understanding why groups sponsored the 
erection of these monuments in the first place. Understanding the failures of the 
monument’s caretaker to build an appropriate interpretive program that adequately linked 
the built structure to history and memory underlines how ineffective preservation 
professionals are and preservation management methodology is in coping with situations 
where stakeholder politics overwhelm the preservation process. My conclusion, “Looking 
Forward: Understanding Just Outcomes,” is a critique of current preservation practices 
that maintain the possibility that stakeholder consensus is actually achievable. With 
preservation professionals extending themselves beyond just the conservation of physical 
fabric into the social sphere, preservation becomes less about outcome, the preservation 
of the object for future generations, and more about process, how the preservationist 
arrives at the site or object’s management policies. However, a fair process does not 
always result in a just outcome; therefore, in understanding the criteria that define a just 
outcome, preservation professionals can better tailor management policies to allow for 
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nondiscriminatory participation of all stakeholders. By ensuring the monument is better 
integrated with the history of the past and the community of the present, preservationists 
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CHAPTER ONE 




In The Education of Booker T. Washington, Michael Rudolph West recalls the 
monument of Booker T. Washington on the Tuskegee 
Institute campus. The statue, cast in bronze, depicts 
Washington clad in a suit, pulling back a veil from the 
face of a seated figure. This figure is a shirtless African 
American, his right arm extended out over a book upon 
his knees, his left arm raised assisting Washington in 
lifting the veil, and his face uplifted, gazing off into the 
future. Washington blankly stares with his right arm 
extended, as if he is a magician, presenting his next 
trick to a captive audience. West refers to this 
monument, entitled Lifting the Veil of Ignorance by sculptor Charles Keck (1922), by 
way of writer Ralph Ellison’s reflection, “ … and I am standing puzzled, unable to decide 
whether the veil is really being lifted, or lowered more firmly in place; whether I am 
witnessing a revelation or a more efficient blinding.”1 Is Washington “point[ing] the way 
to progress through education and industry” as the monument’s inscription claims, or is 
he the author of one of America’s most persistent and insidious lies, an idea he called 
race relations that advocated for the coexisting of two separate societies for white and 
African Americans?2 West and Ellison both offer their own reinterpretations of this 
historical figure, problematizing Washington’s role as a progressive leader of the black 
community as the man who lifted the veil from the eyes of the African American.  
Figure 2- 1: Lifting the Veil of 
Ignorance (Tuskegee, AL) 
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West questions the memory of Washington as a black leader in the Jim Crow era, 
just as Ellison points in retrospect to the Washington monument’s reflection of this same 
question. West writes that this statue, meant to illustrate Washington “in the best light,” is 
“now ironic” in its representation.3 This change in the “meaning of icons” reflects how 
the memory of Washington has been complicated in history, a change in public 
perception.4 What was meant to stand forever as a celebration of Washington’s role as a 
black leader in the age of Jim Crow now reveals itself as a reminder of a man who 
compromised and collaborated with the rulers of Jim Crow’s regime. 
The disparities between these two representations of Washington as seen through 
the monument illustrate how monuments and memory operate within public space: a 
clash between the progression of ideas and values over time and the permanence of the 
monumental form. Monuments celebrating the Confederacy, prominent in public spaces 
throughout the American South, continue to exemplify the beliefs and values of their 
creators, who permanently marked the New Southern landscape in the language of the 
Old South as a means of controlling public discourse in the postbellum fight for political, 
social, and economic control. In this chapter, I discuss how this larger struggle over the 
meaning of freedom, democracy, and citizenship in the postbellum South is manifested 
within the built commemorative landscape. Examining the memory as constructed by the 
postbellum commemorative landscape exposes how postbellum governments and leaders 
of the Southern political, social, and economic spheres circumscribed the rights of 
African Americans in direct violation of the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth 
Amendments of the United States Constitution. White Southerners in power cloaked this 
exclusion of African Americans from the rights of citizenship with continual 
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commemoration of the Old South and the Confederacy that worked to reinforce an 
antebellum social and political order in the postbellum era. 
When read together, the postbellum commemorative landscape reveals the 
historical narrative of the devastation of the Civil War, Reconstruction, the rise of the 
New South, and the emergence of the mythology of the Lost Cause. Nowhere is this fight 
for postbellum memory written more clearly than in these postbellum monuments. Yet, it 
is this same struggle over the meaning of freedom, democracy, and citizenship in the 
American South that continues to fuel public debate over the continued presence of 
postbellum monuments in public spaces, who many see as embodying the racist beliefs 
and values of Jim Crow. The public memory of slavery and racism within American 
history gives rise to the threat to the postbellum commemorative landscape today. 
Understanding how memory is written into the landscape through monuments illuminates 
both the significance of and threat to the Civil War commemorative landscape because 
the history that imbues these monuments with significance now threatens to destroy 
them. 
 
Constructing Jim Crow Politics 
 
 Advocates for the removal of postbellum monuments from public spaces draw 
upon the history of the immediate postbellum period to demonstrate how the memory of 
slavery and racism is illustrated through the monumental form. A full understanding of 
the history of this immediate postwar moment reveals the source of stakeholder groups’ 
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contested values as well as how the postbellum commemorative landscape brings life to 
these conflicting beliefs. 
 During Reconstruction, white Americans claimed to be searching for an answer to 
“the Negro Question” or “the Negro Problem.”5 “The Negro Problem” is the term used in 
public discussions at the time to describe the question or problem of the inclusion or 
exclusion of former slaves from participating in the full rights of American citizenship. 
The Negro Problem in the South arose from the disordering of the South’s economic, 
political, and social spheres following the Civil War and the emancipation of the 
Southern slaves. It was a question of how the South would reorder itself and who would 
have power over this new order.  
 Slavery functioned as the center of Southern economic and political life as well as 
a means through which a distinct class of slave owners maintained their position at the 
top of the Southern social stratum.6 The institution of slavery as relates to the economy 
and the politics of the South is not within the scope of this paper, but what is within scope 
is what happened when slave owners lost $3 billion worth of private property and control 
over the lives of four million African Americans.7 The prevailing class order of slave 
owner and slave, with white and black yeomanry and laborers living on the periphery of 
plantation society, crumbled after emancipation. With Lee’s surrender at Appomattox, a 
great number of questions arose. Where would the freed people live? How would they be 
compensated for their labor? Would they be educated? Should they be allowed to vote? 
What would happen to these 4 million newly freed African Americans?  
 Adopted in 1868, the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution 
extended citizenship to “[a]ll persons born or naturalized in the United States” including 
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former slaves.8 The Constitution afforded citizens the rights and privileges as outlined 
within the Bill of Rights. For male citizens after 1868, the Constitution guaranteed the 
right to participate in government through the election of government representatives. But 
as the federal government withdrew its control over the former Confederate states, and 
Southern state authorities began taking more control, local and state governments began 
making exceptions to who was allowed the full rights and privileges of a citizen, either by 
de facto or de jure measures. Thus, those in political power worked to deny African 
Americans the rights that the federal government had only recently ratified.  
 This exception of African Americans from the full rights guaranteed to American 
citizens arose through a contest for power among white Southerners.9 With the white 
antebellum plantation owners ousted from power after the Civil War, white Southerners 
competed for rule, now that entry into this class no longer depended on landownership or 
slave property. Who would ascend to power: the businessmen, the industrialists, the new 
plantation owners, or the former white yeomanry? Historian C. Vann Woodward, author 
of the Origins of the New South, calls these political leaders of the immediate post-
Reconstruction South “Redeemers”: white upper class Southerners who forwarded a 
vision of a New South not entirely diverged from the Old South, but not a restoration of 
the antebellum system or ruling class.10 While landed interests maintained some control 
over Southern politics, these large landowners no longer held total control as the planter 
class once did. They shared their political power with the rising industrialists. Redeemers 
were the new governors of the ex-Confederate states when they first returned to 
Democratic party rule. These Redeemers needed to exert control not only over the 
predominantly white communities, but also over the predominantly black ones, because 
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African Americans could potentially partner with lower class white Southerners to tip the 
balance of power in that group’s favor.11 By controlling the African American population 
and circumscribing their ability to participate in the election of government 
representatives, a class of white Southerners could secure their political and economic 
power over both African Americans and lower class white Southerners. To institute such 
policies, upper class white Southerners embarked on a comprehensive public relations 
campaign that re-cast the postbellum issue as one of race instead of class. No longer was 
it upper class Southerners versus lower class Southerners, but one white Democratic 
party that celebrated a shared white history in opposition to African Americans who with 
their new political rights could threaten to upset proper class structure. 
In the wake of their quest for political and economic power, these upper class 
white Southerners invented a new language to describe this emerging postbellum social 
order that co-opted the symbols of the Confederacy and the antebellum South. 
Monuments commemorating the Confederacy would be the instruments of this upper 
white social stratum to insert their values into the public discourse by building a physical 
presence throughout public life and space. The symbols, celebrations, history, and 
historical heroes purported the glory and honor of the white male upper class as well as 
the virtues of white Southern women, excluding the African Americans, male and female, 






Building the Postbellum Commemorative Landscape 
 
 The end of the Civil War sparked an increase in commemorative practices, most 
especially in monument building. White Southerners used monuments to manipulate the 
conflict over the democratic rights of African Americans, while this conflict, in turn, 
shaped what monuments were built and what form the monuments took.12 Communities 
built monuments in public spaces because public spaces existed as a type of public 
forum.13 Public spaces such as parks and town squares are social spaces where 
communities participate and practice their rights as citizens, a political, social, and 
cultural arena in which the principles of democracy are cultivated. Monuments tell the 
stories of the people who paid for their construction, but the message is also intended to 
reach those outside the group as a means of influencing their memories and values.  
 Civil War commemoration began during the war as a logistical question of what 
to do with the hundreds of thousands of dead soldiers. Immediately following the Civil 
War, the problem remained of what to do with the often unmarked and unrecorded graves 
of soldiers scattered throughout the South.14 In 1865, the United States government 
organized a federal reburial campaign for 303,536 Union soldiers.15 Because the federal 
program mandated the reburial of Union soldiers only, Southern women’s 
commemorative groups formed to properly inter Confederate soldiers remains and erect 
monuments in memorial. Many of the earliest postbellum commemorative monuments 
were funeral and located in cemeteries. Women were at the center of this early memorial 
work, extending their maternal societal role to care of the dead husbands, fathers, 
brothers, and sons.16 Even as postbellum commemoration in the South moved away from 
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strictly funeral monuments, Southern women maintained a prominent role in the 
fundraising for and dedication of postbellum monuments. 
However, the federal government could not manage the burial of all the Union 
dead. Therefore, individual groups organized to sponsor proper internment of these 
soldiers. In Charleston, South Carolina, African Americans organized the reburial of 
Union soldiers who died in the Confederate war prison at the local horse-racing track, the 
Race Course. Thousands of African Americans then gathered on May 1, 1865 to 
commemorate these Union soldiers and celebrate what would become the first 
Decoration Day. The significance of this huge congregation of newly freed people was 
not lost on its participants. It was a reclamation of a center of planter power (Charleston) 
as well as a former space of the now unseated aristocracy (the Race Course).17 
Charleston’s Decoration Day is just one example of the many public celebrations African 
Americans organized in the immediate post-war years to commemorate their freedom 
from slavery and to claim spaces previously denied to them as slaves. Like those in 
Charleston, African Americans gathered to celebrate the advent of their political rights as 
American citizens and challenge the antebellum Southern class structure.18  
Yet former slaves’ opposition to upper class white Southerner control did not go 
unnoticed by the former slave owners. White Southerners too worked to reinvent 
themselves in the wake of emancipation and the unraveling of their most foundational 
institution, slavery.19 If African Americans met to denounce slavery and celebrate their 
new political rights, those in political power reacted by advancing slavery and white 
ownership of slaves as the illustration of proper class structure and African American 
freedoms as the Negro Problem. The creation and celebration of a crafted historical 
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narrative, of which postbellum monuments play a part, served the white upper class as a 
means through which to organize this new political discourse. The memories advanced 
by these white Southerners were that emancipation precipitated the decline of African 
Americans, and that the traditional Southern class system, the white ownership of African 
Americans as property, ensured order against social ills.20 By co-opting the social class of 
the planter, the leaders of the New South sanctioned their rule through the power of the 
Old, lending the New Order a sense of history and ancestry. 
Through monument building and ostentatious community gatherings, the Lost 
Cause went public, turning into a community celebration that reflected the South’s new 
transitional social order, privileging white male citizenship while excluding African 
American male citizens from public life. As Republican Reconstruction rule over the 
American South waned, white Southern Democrats regained their control over Southern 
governments and Civil War historical memory. Beginning in the 1870s, Confederate 
veteran groups began to organize the funding of monuments celebrating the heroism of 
soldiers and military heroes. In 1875, thousands of Confederate veterans gathered in 
Richmond, Virginia for the unveiling of a monument to Stonewall Jackson on Capitol 
Square.21 It was a celebration of the Confederacy in the former Confederate capital on an 
unprecedented scale.22 Despite the Confederacy’s short existence, the nation’s former 
soldiers set about carving their memories in stone to celebrate the South as it was in order 
to reinforce what it was and had always been, a strict class-based society.  
  Once the United Confederate Veterans (UCV) formed in 1889, it became a leader 
in monument building, sponsoring statues, obelisks, and memorials throughout the South. 
On May 29, 1890, thousands of veterans rallied for the dedication of an equestrian statue 
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of General Robert E. Lee on Richmond’s newly realized grand Beaux-Arts promenade, 
Monument Avenue.23 The city planned Monument Avenue with the Lee monument as its 
centerpiece, placing the statue within a wide, green circle around which traffic would 
circulate.24 The twenty-one foot tall bronze monument, by sculptor Marius-Jean-Antonin 
Mercie, atop a forty-foot tall granite pedestal depicts the General astride a horse with its 
head bowed. Lee has one hand on the reigns; the other holds his hat at his side. Richmond 
placed the monument so that Lee is facing south, gazing off into the distance.  
 That such an enormous monument was dedicated in the former Confederate 
capital to the former Confederate general within twenty-five years from the end of the 
war does much to illustrate the political and social state of not only the South, but the 
entire United States. The same year the statue to Lee was dedicated, the state of 
Mississippi passed explicit disenfranchisement laws targeting African Americans, and 
Henry Cabot Lodge’s Force Bill legislating federal supervision for voter-registration and 
voting failed in the Senate. While state and local government passed laws restricting the 
freedoms and civil liberties of African Americans throughout the early postbellum period, 
Mississippi’s ratification of its new state Constitution in 1890 marks a change in state 
representatives aggressiveness to amend their states’ Constitutions to dismantle the 
political powers of African Americans, systematically institutionalizing Jim Crow.25 
During the 1890s, white Southern memorial organizations propelled commemorative 
practices to new heights.26 The South had lost the Civil War, but had reformed itself, the 
phoenix rising from the ashes.  
As veterans groups died out with the former soldiers, organizations like the Sons 
of Confederate Veterans (SCV, est. 1896) and the United Daughters of the Confederacy 
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(UDC, est. 1894) kept veterans’ commemorative practices alive, and continued to fund 
the construction of Civil War monuments. Following in the footsteps of the UCV, the 
UDC and SCV sustained this crusade to vindicate the white soldiers that fought for the 
Confederacy, clearing their memories of any blame in precipitating the Civil War.27 Most 
of these later monuments erected at the turn of the twentieth century followed the 
traditions in commemorative design established by earlier memorial groups like the 
Ladies Memorial Association or the United Confederate Veterans. By constructing 
monuments in prominent locations, the UDC and SCV continued to celebrate and honor 
the glorious Confederacy and maintain the memory of its gallant defenders.  
In addition to maintaining a guard over the memory of the Confederacy and its 
military defenders, these white Southerners strove to control the narrative of slavery in 
order to clothe their racism in historic provenance. Before emancipation, slave owners 
could justify denying many African Americans their rights based on their slave status; 
however, once emancipated, white Southerners needed new reasons to continue to justify 
disenfranchisement.28 Organizations like the UCV and UDC funded journals, 
publications, textbooks, and history books that rejected slavery as a cause of the Civil 
War and made the claim that emancipation precipitated the black race’s decline.29 The 
ideal then was the enslavement of African Americans by white Americans; to reinstate 
this social order post-emancipation, white Southerners institutionalized this slave-master 
relationship through Jim Crow laws ensuring the African American remained subservient 
to the white economically and socially with no political rights. 
White Southerners built this narrative into the postbellum landscape by dedicating 
monuments to the faithful slaves who remained loyal to their white masters and 
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mistresses throughout the entirety of the Civil War. In Fort Mill, South Carolina, Captain 
Samuel White, a Confederate veteran, provided funding for a modest marble obelisk to 
the faithful slave that was erected on a public green. Dedicated in 1896, the Fort Mill 
faithful slave monument has two relief panels, one depicting an African American 
woman holding a white child and the other a seated African American man with a sickle 
resting against his side. The inscription reads:  
Dedicated to the Faithful Slaves who, loyal to a sacred trust, toiled for the support 
of the army with matchless devotion and sterling fidelity, guarded our defenseless homes, 
women, and children during the struggle for the principles of our ‘Confederate States of 
America.’30 
 
Separated from the brutal reality of the actual institution, this understanding of slavery 
takes its place within the canon of Lost Cause mythology and Civil War commemorative 
practices. While few monuments to faithful slaves were actually constructed, the Fort 
Mill monument is a built example of Lost Cause mythologists trying to separate Civil 
War memory from the institution of slavery while simultaneously co-opting it to 
prescribe the relationship between white and African American citizens in the New 
South. 
A monument meant to commemorate African Americans’ hard won freedom also 
illustrates the pervasiveness of this Lost Cause subservient relationship myth. On April 
14, 1876, the eleventh anniversary of President Abraham Lincoln’s death, white and 
black Americans gathered in Lincoln Park, Washington D.C. for the unveiling of the 
Freedmen’s Memorial, a monument celebrating emancipation and the Reconstruction 
amendments. Although overseen by an all white monitoring group, former slaves 
contributed a majority of the funds for the new monument in commemoration of their 
freedom from slavery. Designed by Thomas Ball, the memorial depicts Lincoln standing 
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with his right arm outstretched over a kneeling slave, his left arm resting on the 
Emancipation Proclamation. The slave is shackled, but his chains are broken. He 
crouches shirtless at the President’s feet, his right arm straining, his right first clenched. 
His left arm is extended downward, his fingertip brushing 
the ground. Lincoln is looking down at the slave, while the 
slave looks off into the distance, his head slightly raised, 
alert. The Freedmen’s Memorial glorifies Lincoln’s role in 
the emancipation of slaves by characterizing his signing of 
the Emancipation Proclamation as marking the slave’s 
transition from slavery to freedom. By positioning the slave 
at the President’s feet, the monument fails to narrate the 
slave’s own role in attainting his own freedom as well as 
illustrates a subservient relationship of the kind that 
emancipation supposedly erased.  
Ball’s Freedmen’s Memorial and Keck’s Lifting the Veil of Ignorance similarly 
illustrate the African American in a position of subservience to a standing figure that 
expresses power over the seated or kneeling man. Both the slave in Ball’s Freedmen’s 
Memorial and the seated man in Keck’s Lifting the Veil are raising their eyes up into the 
distance, being directed toward a future as determined, not by themselves, but by the 
standing figure. Lincoln’s death cut short his supervision of federal policies that 
redefined American citizenship to include “[a]ll persons born or naturalized in the United 
States” including former slaves.31 The advent of a new freedom that Ball attempted to 
enshrine in his memorial actually memorializes the shortcoming of Lincoln’s act of 
Figure 2- 2: Freedmen's 
Memorial (Washington DC) 
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emancipation.32 What followed Reconstruction was the era of Jim Crow and white 
Southerners’ redefining of the meaning of American citizenship to exclude African 
Americans. Lifting the Veil also reveals the historical limitations of Booker T. 
Washington as a black leader during the age of Jim Crow. Ellison’s reflection, “ … and I 
am standing puzzled, unable to decide whether the veil is really being lifted, or lowered 
more firmly in place … ,” emphasizes the problematic memory of Washington just as 
Ball’s Freedmen’s Memorial reveals the problematic memory of Lincoln.33 
This struggle over the meaning of freedom, democracy, and citizenship in the 
postbellum South manifested itself in the commemorative landscape, which worked to 
physically build their historical narrative into public consciousness as a means through 
which to control Southern politics. Lee on Monument Avenue, the Fort Mill faithful slave 
monument, the Freedmen’s Memorial, and Keck’s Lifting the Veil are illustrative of 
public discourse not only from the time they were erected, but also reveal the evolution of 
Southern memory. These monuments contain not only an explicit message, but also an 
implicit message, which is often one of the exclusion of the African American from 
American citizenship. 
The end of slavery in the United States resulted in great upheaval in the structure 
of Southern society, both in economic terms as well as in terms of the fates of millions of 
former slaves. The question of what was to become of these former slaves, what their 
political role would be and what their rights would be, was centrally important to the 
New South political rulers who aimed to control not only the newly freed African 
American population, but the lower class white American population as well. The 
postbellum commemorative landscape reveals this fight over political power by 
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illustrating the struggle over antebellum and Civil War memory. Followers of the Lost 
Cause labored over a narrative that excluded the African American experience, glorified 
the defenders of secession and the Confederacy, and celebrated the antebellum plantation 
lifestyle. Those who erected these bronze and stone markers intended to permanently 
commemorate the contemporary values and memories of the postbellum South. 
Postbellum monuments stood as manipulative tools in the conflict over the democratic 
rights of African Americans and lower class white Southerners. Today, these monuments 
divide communities who disagree over the values and memories these monuments 
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 The postbellum political and social battle for control of the Southern historical 
narrative continues into the present, with opposing stakeholder groups vying for power 
over the symbols and memory that have seemingly come to publically define Southern 
history. Stakeholders, the term professional preservationists use to define community 
groups or individuals who actively claim an interest in or value a historic site, work to 
maintain or redefine Southern memory in the wake of twentieth and twenty-first century 
historical scholarship that reinterprets the antebellum, postbellum, and Jim Crow eras.1 
However, the political influence these stakeholder groups command is not equal. 
Southern heritage preservationists, organizations like the United Daughters of the 
Confederacy (UDC) and the Sons of Confederate Veterans (SCV), have over a hundred 
years of experience in crafting a narrative that valorizes white Confederate heroism. 
Conversely, groups like the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
(NAACP) and the Southern Poverty Law Center (SPLC) work for the traditionally 
marginalized and disenfranchised to include their voice into the public memory of 
Southern history. 
 Issues of heritage and history come to the forefront in the preservation of 
postbellum monuments as conflicting stakeholder groups stake claim in the future of 
these monuments in Southern public spaces. Preservation professionals become entangled 
in the mix when they name postbellum monuments as historic resources and advocate for 
their preservation as objects of historic significance. When these preservationists manage 
the preservation of a postbellum monument, they are confronted with two different 
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groups of stakeholders: advocates for preservation, the proponents of the monuments’ 
value to a construct of Southern heritage, and advocates for removal, those that see any 
historic value outweighed by the monument’s connection to the history of racism. A 
values-based approach to preservation planning, a now widely accepted methodology to 
conservation management of historic resources, charges the preservation professional to 
equally address and include stakeholder concerns and values. Regarding the postbellum 
commemorative landscape, can preservationists resolve through a values-based approach 
this difference between history and heritage as well as the differences between advocates 
for preservation and advocates for removal? In this chapter, I explore the values and 
beliefs of advocates for preservation and advocates for removal in order to assess whether 
consensus among these stakeholder groups is achievable through a values-based approach 
to conservation management.  
 
Defining History and Heritage 
 
  History is a recording of past people and events in the present by historians who, 
through their education and training, become members of a professional field. Historians 
rely on empirical data to construct arguments that are then vetted and reviewed by other 
historians to ensure the vitality and validity of the field as a whole. Heritage, on the other 
hand, can be difficult to define because heritage can refer to a property, object, or historic 
structure as well as to an elected identity.  
 History and heritage are neither entirely exclusive nor inclusive of one another; 
the two are related, but not the same. Columbia University historian Eric Foner 
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disregards the differences between the two in his 1997 New York Times article, “The 
South’s Hidden Heritage.”2 Written as a response to the controversy over South Carolina 
flying the Confederate flag over the state capital building, he writes, “it is often forgotten 
that there is more to Southern history than slaveholding and secession.”3 Instead of 
removing symbols and monuments that celebrate the Confederacy, Foner argues that 
Southerners should dedicate new monuments to who he calls the lesser-known Southern 
heroes, like the rebel slaves of the 1800s or African Americans who served in the Union 
army. Foner believes that it is “only when memorials to black soldiers, slave rebels, white 
Southern Unionists, and leaders of Reconstruction are erected alongside those undaunted 
Confederates will the monuments of the South truly represent its heritage.”4 What Foner 
forgets is that heritage cannot be built up from the outside, and that while more 
monuments to different Southern historical figures would expand the history postbellum 
monuments work to encapsulate, not all Southerners would claim these figures as 
representative of their heritage. Heritage is not necessarily reflective of the monolithic 
history as written by historians, but an edited version of different histories that 
individuals and groups pick and choose to form the basis of their self-identity. Therefore, 
heritage is invented and reinvented both individually and collectively where it remains 
the prerogative of those who identify with that heritage to personally or collectively 
choose what is included and what is excluded. It remains to be seen whether the UDC 
and SCV would claim a monument to the African American Union soldier just as they 
claim the monument to the white Confederate soldier.  
 If heritage groups shape their own historical narratives that constitute the basis for 
their collective identities, a values-based approach to conservation management dictates 
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that, despite these groups’ divergence from history as written by historians, these groups 
have the right to self-identification and self-realization of their heritage beliefs and 
practices. With recent preservation professional standards promoting the inclusion of all 
stakeholder values in the creation of conservation management plans, preservationists 
extend their purview far beyond the material fabric to more thoroughly consider the 
human element. An influential document that further advanced preservation 
professionals’ agreement in the need for a values-based approach to heritage conservation 
is the Australian International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), Burra 
Charter. In it, ICOMOS Australia “defines the basic principles and procedures to be 
observed in the conservation of important places.”5 The Burra Charter process divides 
the investigation and conservation of sites into three sections: understanding significance, 
development of policy, and management.6 While the Charter is not directly applicable to 
United States professional preservation standards, the values-based approach to heritage 
conservation through the Burra Charter has become standard, especially for government 
agencies like the National Park Service. 
Ultimately, as directed by the Charter, practitioners develop a site’s management 
plan through a coordinated process that involves in-depth community participation and 
the balancing of conflicting stakeholder values. Part of developing a conservation 
management plan is conducting a full assessment of the significance of a place and then 
identifying policy obligations arising from this extensive survey. Such a survey includes 
extensive research of the history and physical fabric of a site, consulting related places 
and objects, a full documentation of the site, as well as consulting people who have some 
association or connection to the site itself.  By soliciting community involvement, 
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preservation professionals build a relationship with stakeholder groups that increase the 
local community’s understanding of a site’s significance as well as stakeholder’s 
engagement in the care of a site.  
What forms the Charter’s influence is its acknowledgement that these 
stakeholders do not always value sites or objects for the same reasons. Article 13 of the 
Charter speaks to the “co-existence of cultural values,” which “should be recognized, 
respected and encouraged, especially in cases where they conflict.”7 When faced with 
conflicting stakeholder values and severely diverging understandings of significance, the 
Burra Charter believes “the fabric has potential, through examination, research, and 
interpretation, to reveal insights into the history of the place and the experience of 
associated groups.”8 However, the Charter’s use of the term “co-existence” falls short of 
the actual political backbiting that goes on between competing stakeholder groups. 
Article 13 does very little to address the real-life political situations that arise when 
heritage sites come into conflict and insists that through good conservation management, 
stakeholders and professionals can arrive at a solution agreeable and inclusive of all 
values and needs.  
Concerning postbellum monuments, it is impossible for preservation professionals 
to develop management policies that incorporate these differing stakeholder values, 
allowing these values to simultaneously co-exist. Advocates for preservation and 
advocates for removal value or object to the presence of postbellum monuments in public 
spaces for the same reason: for the history it communicates through its material form. 
Advocates for history, preservation professionals included, also value postbellum 
monuments for their history, but not a contributing. For the remainder of the chapter, I 
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draw out who these stakeholder groups are and the values they claim or do not claim to 
represent. 
 
Advocates for Preservation 
  
Advocates for preservation can be named more specifically as Southern heritage 
preservationists, stakeholder groups that have been exerting control over the Southern 
history narrative since the end of Reconstruction. Southern heritage preservationists 
differ from preservation professionals and historians in that the former care about history 
only as it relates to heritage and identity, while the latter academically pursue history as 
trained professionals. Today’s Southern heritage preservationists trace their origin to 
commemorative groups that originally constructed postbellum monuments, and in the 
case of the UDC and SCV, the organizations are both the past builder and current 
caretaker. These Southern heritage preservationists claim to safeguard the Southern 
identity through the celebration of Southern ancestry and preservation of Confederate 
symbols and sites. 
 In order for the idea of Southern heritage to endure, it must be constantly 
reaffirmed and reinvented by the living through actively practicing heritage groups and 
consciously connected back to structures, monuments, artifacts, and practices built or 
originated by former practitioners. As discussed in the previous chapter, postbellum 
Southerners shaped the Lost Cause and Southern heritage using symbols of the 
Confederacy to endorse traditional labor and social structures in the South following the 
emancipation of slaves. Southern heritage as practiced by its advocates today does not 
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necessarily encompass all the same values and beliefs as espoused by its postbellum 
adherents; however it is important to determine to what extent Southern heritage 
preservationists espouse these same beliefs and values in order to resolve what sets these 
advocates for preservation apart from advocates for removal.  
There exists a diverse range of organizations across the United States associated 
with Civil War culture and memory practices. Some proclaim racist objectives outright, 
co-opting antebellum and Civil War symbols that illustrate and perpetuate discriminatory 
beliefs. However, not all Southern heritage groups claim to disseminate racist values, and 
in fact, most maintain their organizations as cultural institutions celebrating a shared 
ancestral history.  
The myriad of different Southern heritage groups do not all support the same 
causes, nor are all involved in political activities. Many Southern heritage organizations 
emerge in support of one another only when controversy erupts over the continued 
presence of Confederate symbols or monuments in public spaces, despite their range of 
beliefs. No recent controversy united more Southern heritage organizations than the very 
public battle in 1997 over the lowering of the Confederate battle flag atop the capitol 
building in Columbia, South Carolina. Governor David Beasley led the campaign to 
remove the flag, which had flown beneath the American and South Carolina state flags 
since 1962. Southern heritage groups like the Sons of Confederate Veterans, United 
Daughters of Confederacy, and more extreme groups like the Southern Heritage 
Association assembled to lobby Governor Beasley to keep the battle flag flying over the 
capitol building.  
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New York Times journalist Kevin Sack offered his own opinion in his 1997 article 
“Symbols of Old South Feed a New Bitterness.”9 He argued that the round of protest 
against the Confederate flag, as well as monuments, mascots, and state anthems like 
“Carry Me Back to Old Virginia,” illustrate “how deep the racial divide remains in a 
region that fancies itself the New South.”10 However, Christopher M. Sullivan, executive 
director of the Southern Heritage Association, believes differently. Sack quotes Sullivan 
as saying, “It’s certainly not about race from our position … It’s about the courage and 
valor of Confederate soldiers on the battlefield.”11 Sack remains skeptical of whether the 
flag can be a symbol of the valor of Confederate soldiers in the 1860s without also being 
a reminder of slavery and racism in the American South. The author also quotes Nelson 
B. Rivers, director of the Southeast office of the NAACP, who said “You … hear that the 
flag should not be offensive because it’s a matter of heritage. The question is, whose 
heritage are you celebrating?”12 Both Rivers and Sack question the Southern heritage 
preservationists’ assertion that these groups work to preserve symbols of Southern 
identity. The Confederate battle flag and postbellum monuments encapsulate the 
memories and history of the white South. Are not African Americans who trace their 
ancestry to black Southerners inheritors of Southern history as well? Do not white 
Southerners inherit the history of slavery and racism in the South along with the valor of 
Confederate soldiers and military heroes?  
Southern heritage preservationists work to separate the Southern history narrative 
from the history of slavery and racism as well as to brand white Southern heritage as fully 
representative of Southern history and identity. What Southern heritage preservationists 
call history is not really history as written by professional historians, but memory that is 
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written into what forms Southern heritage. David Blight, Yale historian, makes this 
distinction in his essay, “If You Don’t Tell It Like It Was, It Can Never Be as It Ought to 
Be.”13 He writes, “Memory is often owned; history is interpreted. Memory is passed 
down through the generations; history is revised. Memory often coalesces in objects, 
sites, and monuments; history seeks to understand contexts in all their complexity.”14 The 
memory of the antebellum South and Civil War defended by heritage preservationists 
today was passed down from the initial craftsmen and women of the immediate 
postbellum period.  These groups worked to preserve certain sites and permanently mark 
the landscape with monuments that publically related the memory narrative, which they 
hoped would indoctrinate not only the South, but also all of the United States. One such 
organization was the Ladies Hollywood Memorial Association who rescued the former 
Confederate executive mansion in Richmond, Virginia from demolition in 1890.15 By 
1896, the LMA had opened a museum to relate the grand history of the Confederacy and 
its president, Jefferson Davis. Through the preservation of Confederate sites and symbols 
the purposeful omission of history that did not fit their idea of heritage, monument 
building, and aggressive public relations and education campaigns, Southern heritage 
preservationists wreaked a lasting influence on Southern memory and identity.  
Two of the oldest Southern heritage organizations still in existence are the SCV 
(est. 1896) and UDC (est. 1894). Both remain active in advocating for the preservation 
and conservation of postbellum monuments. When local and state agencies and 
governments threaten Confederate symbols with removal, both groups organize to lobby 
on behalf of the heritage structures and objects they see as symbols of their Southern 
identity and history. Since their founding, both the UDC and SCV have engaged in 
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extensive education campaigns, sponsoring local community cultural events, textbook 
publication, and monument building to form a lasting vision of Southern history.16 Both 
began as auxiliary organizations of the United Confederate Veterans (UCV). The UCV 
too had their own campaign to enshrine their version of Southern history permanently in 
public memory.17 In 1869, a group of Confederate veterans formed the Southern 
Historical Society, and by 1876, began publishing a regular series, the Southern 
Historical Society Papers. The first women’s group to adopt the name Daughter of the 
Confederacy formed in Nashville, Tennessee in 1894 to care for local aging veterans. As 
the UDC grew, it absorbed other women’s groups like local Ladies Memorial 
Associations that, prior to the 1890s, sponsored the construction of a sizable number of 
postbellum monuments.18 The SCV, meanwhile, grew out of the group that worked with 
the UCV to erect in 1890 the Robert E. Lee statue on Monument Avenue in Richmond, 
Virginia.19 As more and more of the UCV’s members passed away, the UDC and SCV 
reaffirmed their charge to preserve the memories of their veteran family members 
through monument building and the protection of their narrative of antebellum and Civil 
War history.  
Historically, admittance into the UDC and SCV was based on ancestry and a 
member’s ability to prove themselves to be a direct descendent of a Confederate veteran 
or, in the case of the UDC, a  connection to a woman historically active in Southern 
memorial activities and auxiliary veteran organizations.20 The same is true today; both 
organizations restrict membership to descendants of Confederate veterans, which means 
that the majority of the members are of European ancestry. This restriction on 
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membership continues to reinforce the UDC and SCV’s celebration of a white Southern 
heritage, not a Southern heritage.21  
Today, the UDC operates as a national organization headquartered in Richmond, 
Virginia, organized into twenty divisions with multiple local chapters with an additional 
twenty-five individual chapters not separated into a division.22 Chapters of the UDC exist 
throughout the United States with few states not represented. In the UDC President 
General’s “Reaffirmation of the Objectives of the United Daughters of the Confederacy,” 
it restated the organization’s objectives as “Historical, Benevolent, Educational, 
Memorial, and Patriotic.”23 It also restated their commitment to “collect and preserve the 
material necessary for a truthful history of the War Between the States,” as well as 
“protecting, preserving, and marking the places made historic by Confederate valor.”24 
While that alone is not an ignoble organizational goal, the tipping point for many is 
marked by what people see as the UDC’s continued celebration of the Confederacy, an 
affirmation of the slavery and racism that underlies this celebratory Confederate 
narrative.  
 The Sons of Confederate Veterans are not as active as the UDC in caretaking for 
postbellum monuments or hosting cultural and educational events, but are certainly more 
aggressive organizers in the defense of their Southern heritage. The SCV describes itself 
as a group dedicated to “preserving the history and legacy of these [Confederate] heroes 
so that future generations can understand the motives that animated the Southern 
Cause.”25 In 1998, the SCV established a Heritage Defense Committee that monitors and 
reports on “heritage violations,” with a corresponding fund to support the preservation of 
Southern heritage symbols. A heritage violation is “any attack upon our Confederate 
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Heritage, or the flags, monuments, and symbols which represent it.”26 Each division of 
the SCV has a state heritage chairman that oversees the local chapters and reports to the 
Chief of Heritage Defense. Previous heritage violations the Committee reviewed are the 
dropping of Robert E. Lee references from a high school yearbook and school fight song 
in Midland Texas, a school district outlawing Confederate-themed clothing in Tazwell, 
Virginia, and the removal of a sign that declares Saltville, Virginia the “Salt Capital of 
the Confederacy.”27 These few heritage violations are telling of a SCV agenda that works 
to maintain the public presence of Confederate objects and symbols, most especially in 
educational institutions.  
Hundreds of organizations dedicate their efforts to preserving Southern heritage, 
such as the Heritage Preservation Association, Confederate Heritage Trust, and Historical 
Preservation Group. While these organizations do not restrict membership based on 
ancestry, most Southern heritage groups emphasize how the preservation of the culture 
and history of the South preserves and narrates the memory of Southerners of European 
ancestry. The Confederate Heritage Trust, comprised of a series of other heritage groups, 
proclaims on its website, “Proud of my Confederate Ancestors.”28 The Historical 
Preservation Group is primarily dedicated to the preservation of Civil War battlefields in 
Lenoir County, North Carolina; however, it also formed a sub-organization called the 
Heritage Genealogical Society. Whether it is the United Daughters of the Confederacy or 
the Heritage Preservation Association, the commemoration and celebration of Southern 
heritage remains pertinent to many of the members of these groups because members can 
connect to their own families and ancestry through such activities.  
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Therefore, when other community groups threaten the symbols of Southern 
heritage, like the Confederate battle flag or postbellum monuments, many Southern 
heritage groups see such community initiatives as an attack on their own personal 
identity. C. Vann Woodward, historian and author of the Origins of the New South, wrote 
a book exploring the meaning of Southern identity called The Burden of Southern 
History.29 Woodward discusses the effect of the removal of structures, monuments, or 
symbols. “Now that they are vanished or on their way toward vanishing, we are suddenly 
aware of the vacant place they have left in the landscape and of our habit of depending 
upon them in final resort as landmarks of regional identification.”30 Woodward argues 
that all these things, the flag and the monuments, continue to legitimize the celebration of 
the Confederacy and operate as physical reminders of the identity of Southern heritage 
groups. As such, the removal and absence of these landmarks then marks the waning 
acceptability of the public celebration of the Confederacy. 
The preservation of Southern heritage is intimately related to the preservation of a 
distinct regional identity that is derived from history and ancestry as well as connected to 
place. Monuments represent a link to the memory of the South as grandmother or great-
grandmother would have experienced it. Southern heritage sites or objects reveal the 
continuity of the Southern identity and culture and illustrate the longevity of the Southern 
experience as unique to a particular geographic region. Southern heritage preservationists 
have actively worked to proliferate and maintain symbols of Confederacy since the 
postbellum era, as the original erecters of postbellum monuments and advocates for the 
preservation of certain historic structures. These groups exert a lasting control over 
Southern memory and history that circumscribes the celebration of Southern heritage to a 
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celebration of white Southern heritage. Because of their traditional role as guardians of 
Southern history, organizations like the UDC and SCV are particularly adept at 
exercising political control in situations when at odds with advocates for removal since 
their historical narrative of antebellum and Civil War history is well embedded in 
American public memory. 
 
Advocates for Removal 
 
 Considerable disagreement exists among community groups over the lasting 
meaning of Confederate sites and symbols. Groups and individuals who advocate for the 
removal of postbellum monuments view the Southern identity represented by Southern 
heritage preservationists as not inclusive of the historical experiences of Southern African 
Americans. For advocates for removal, monuments commemorating the Confederacy 
embody the history of slavery and racism in American history, and any championing by 
Southern heritage preservationists on these monuments’ behalf is seen as a promotion of 
racist beliefs and values. Southern heritage organizations echo Foner’s argument that “it 
is often forgotten that there is more to Southern history than slaveholding and 
secession.”31 Yet for national organizations like the NAACP and the Southern Poverty 
Law Center (SPLC), Southern history is a history of slavery and racism that cannot be 
divorced from any of the symbols, sites, or celebrations memorializing the memory of the 
antebellum South, the Confederacy, or Reconstruction. 
Civil rights lawyers Morris Dees and Joseph Levin Jr. founded the SPLC in 1971 
as an organization dedicated to battling institutional racism in the South.32 Today, the 
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SPLC monitors hate groups and other extremists in the United States, pursuing legal 
restitution on behalf of victims of hate crimes and extremist violence. The SPLC uses the 
term Neo-Confederates for organizations that pursue a pro-Southern heritage agenda 
describing such groups as being “hostile towards democracy” and exhibiting “an 
understanding of race that favors segregation and suggests white supremacy.”33 
According to the SPLC, Neo-Confederates share in the goals of “preserving Confederate 
monuments, honoring the Confederate battle flag, and lauding what is judged to be 
‘Southern’ culture.”34 These Neo-Confederate groups include the Confederate States of 
America, Sons of Confederate Veterans, the United Daughters of the Confederacy, 
Heritage Preservation Association, League of the South, and the Confederate Society of 
America.  
Correspondingly, the NAACP is a national organization that is more active on a 
local level than the SPLC in advocating for the removal of postbellum monuments. 
Founded in 1909, the NAACP is the oldest and largest grassroots-based civil rights 
organization in the United States. The mission of the NAACP is to “secure for all people 
the rights guaranteed by the 13th, 14th, and 15th Amendments to the United States 
Constitution.”35 Whether it is organizing an economic boycott of the state of South 
Carolina for continuing to fly the Confederate battle flag on capitol grounds or 
campaigning for the removal of a monument in a local public square, the NAACP 
undertakes many different types of advocacy issues to expose racism and fight against 
inequality.  
The NAACP’s involvement in postbellum monument removal arises from its 
belief that the monuments’ physical fabric perpetuates the memories and values of racist 
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white Southerners who defended slavery and racist segregation in the antebellum and Jim 
Crow eras. During a discussion over whether to remove two plaques commemorating the 
Confederacy on the Texas Supreme Court building in Austin, George Bledsoe, President 
of the Texas NAACP, said, “We think these things are clear badges of slavery.”36 In 
response to the Missouri Governor’s order to fly the Confederate flag over the state 
cemetery, Mary Ratliff, president of the Missouri State Conference of the NAACP, 
declared, “It is just appalling to me that the governor would again raise a flag that is so 
humiliating and reminds us of the vestige of slavery that has divided our nation for all 
these years.”37 In speaking about a monument to South Carolina’s Confederate dead in 
Columbia, NAACP president Rev Dr. Lonnie Randolph said, “The monument on the 
statehouse ground is a shrine to white supremacy . . . ”38 For the NAACP, celebrations 
and monuments commemorating the Confederacy cannot and should not be divorced 
from the history of slavery in the American South. Because postbellum monuments and 
symbols are emblems of racism, the NAACP advocates for their complete removal.  
 
Advocates for History 
 
 Historian Howard Zinn, in a 1997 article for the New York Times, reflects on the 
role of the historian and explores the idea of a usable past working for the future. He 
argues that the new role for the historian should be an “activist-scholar,” a man or woman 
who “thrusts himself and his work into the crazy mechanism of history, on behalf of 
values in which he deeply believes.”39 He states, “But in recounting past crimes, the 
proper question to ask is not, ‘Who was guilty then?’ unless it leads directly to: ‘What is 
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our responsibility now?’”40 Just as Zinn charges the historian with the task to act as a 
mediator between the past and the future, a values-based approach to conservation 
management requires professional preservationists engage with the community of the 
present, fostering the link between the present and the past in developing future site 
policies. In needing to address stakeholder values for advocates for preservation and 
advocates for removal, however, preservation professional must contend with directly 
opposite understandings of what Southern heritage groups call Southern heritage.  
 Advocates for history are individuals as well as private and public organizations 
that defend the preservation of postbellum monuments based on their significance in 
illustrating a regional and national history. Preservation professionals that preserve 
postbellum monuments based upon their historic significance include the National Park 
Service, local planning and historic preservation commissions, and non-profit 
preservation advocacy groups that do not limit their activities to Civil War and Southern 
heritage sites and objects. These groups see postbellum monuments not just as 
illustrations of the history of slavery and racism or the growth of the Southern heritage 
movement in the postbellum South, but for all these reasons and more. Yet, when 
preservation professionals argue on behalf of postbellum monuments as historic 
resources, many advocates for removal see supporting the monument’s preservation as a 
sanctioning of the racism that these advocates see the monuments as representing. 
 The Burra Charter, in furthering a values-based approach, recommends the 
involvement of stakeholders in the development of a conservation management plan as a 
means of bringing stakeholders together in recognition of the different values they see 
that site as embodying. The Charter argues, “Each group needs to acknowledge the 
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cultural values of other groups and to be sensitive to those values … on of the roles of the 
practitioner is to promote an environment in which this can occur.”41 However, when it 
comes to postbellum monuments, many do not see the possibility of compromise and 
most do not feel neutral towards the monuments’ continued existence in public space. 
In closely examining the values and beliefs of the three major stakeholder groups, 
Southern heritage preservationists advocating for preservation, community groups such 
as the NAACP advocating for removal, and the advocates for history arguing historic 
significance, the real threat to these postbellum monuments is the disconnect between 
three different conceptions of the role history plays in our communities today. Individuals 
who participate in Southern heritage groups see themselves as the link between the past 
and the future. Their continual participation in fostering a regional identity preserves the 
memories of their ancestors. Heritage intermingles with history to produce a very 
personal connection to Southern heritage sites, objects, and symbols. Advocates for 
removal also feel personally connected to Southern history, but it is not the positive 
association experienced by Southern heritage preservationists. As Ira Berlin argues in 
“Coming to Terms with Slavery,” this “perplexing connection between slavery and race 
and the relation of both to the intractable problems of race and class in the twenty-first 
century.”42 If the NAACP’s mission is to “ensure a society in which individuals have 
equal rights without discrimination based on race,” eradicating monuments and symbols 
celebrating the injustices and inequalities of the past serves to promote the political, 
education, social, and economic equality of the future.43 Yet, in eradicating these 
monuments, we lose the physical fabric that could be used as a platform for further 
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interpretation of slavery and racism in American history. Advocates for history see 
monuments as an object of history and an opportunity for further education in history.  
 What if preservation professionals took on Zinn’s role of activist-historian, 
proactively using their professional expertise to minimize the threat of removal of 
postbellum monuments through management of the sites themselves? Because 
postbellum monuments already embody the values of their creators, and modern Southern 
heritage groups reaffirm those values today, preservation professionals would need not 
only address the concerns of advocates for removal, but also foster the monument’s 
relationship to a national history of slavery, racism, and the postbellum fight over 
Southern memory. However, in connecting this history, preservationists then become 
embroiled with Southern heritage defenders who see this association as a personal 
defamation of their Southern identity. In examining the beliefs of the advocates for 
preservation, removal, and history, it becomes clear that there is no way to 
simultaneously honor these three very separate and competing narratives. 
 Professional preservation standards, like the Burra Charter, urge neutrality and 
inclusiveness, but even in managing these resources with neutrality and inclusiveness, 
preservationists in no way will ever find a solution that everyone agrees upon. The Burra 
Charter argues that a values-based process promotes understanding among different 
stakeholder groups. In reality, a just process does not always lead to a just outcome. 
Despite the Charter’s urging that a values-based approach leads to stakeholders’ mutual 
respect for “different cultural values,” conservation management of a heritage site cannot 
always bring stakeholders beyond political strife.44 In fact, when preservation 
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professionals claim a site as historically significant, this added attention could exacerbate 
difficulties among already strained stakeholder groups.  
Chapter Three, “Case Studies: Lessons in Management,” narrates the process 
through which three different local and government agencies work to preserve a 
postbellum monument in the face of public outcry for its removal. No matter the process 
through which agencies develop conservation management plans and level of stakeholder 
engagement, consensus, for the time being is beyond reach. The dissatisfying outcomes 
of the case studies put into question whether the role of the professional preservationist is 
really as mediator of stakeholder values, or if preservationists should extend themselves 
beyond physical fabric and community engagement. Zinn charges the “activist-scholar” 
to “identify the elements of failure so that we can recognize them in the future.”45 
Therefore, instead of mediating stakeholder values, preservationists should negotiate 
between the past and the future of physical sites to strengthen the community’s 
understanding of their own moral responsibility in the present. By creating this 
relationship, preservationists work to preserve both the valorous and tragic memories 
embodied in the fabric of these statues and strengthen the community’s comprehension of 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Case Studies: Lessons in Preservation Management   
 
 
 Preservation professionals work within a framework of governmental and 
institutional standards that guide the practice of caring for historic resources. These laws 
and standards ensure preservationists the ability to safeguard significant sites or objects. 
Such laws and standards work to protect the physical site or object, preserving the 
resource for the present and future. Ned Kaufman, professor at Pratt Institute, believes 
that the “ultimate goal” of preservation is “creating places where people can live well and 
connect to meaningful narratives about history, culture, and identity.”1 To create places 
that engage people, preservation professionals no longer focus exclusively on outcome or 
the resource’s preservation, but work to involve community members in the process of 
preservation, as in a values-based approach. Yet opening preservation to public 
participation and the public process complicates the work of the preservation 
professional. The process of preservation and conservation management entangles 
preservationists in the politics of different stakeholder groups, while simultaneously 
confronting government regulations and the imperatives of publically elected 
representatives. 
In the United States, preservation professionals operate within the framework of 
national, state, and local laws that dictate the protection of American heritage. Under the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the Secretary of the Interior manages a 
National Register of Historic Places composed of “districts, sites, buildings, structures, 
and objects significant in American history.”2 The U.S. Department of Interior oversees 
the State Historic Preservation Programs that supervise preservation planning and 
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management and “protect, manage, or . . . reduce or mitigate harm” to properties listed on 
the national and state registers.3  
 A postbellum monument’s age and association with post-Civil War Southern 
history may render it eligible for listing on the National Register according to the 
National Register Criteria for Evaluation.4 Properties do not have to be listed on the 
National Register in order to be subject to management by state and national authorities. 
As long as the properties are eligible for listing, national, state, and local authorities must 
manage potential threats to eligible historic resources, especially if the threat arises from 
a federally funded project.5  
To combat the destruction of important historic properties, the U.S. Department of 
the Interior promotes preservation planning, which encompasses the identification, 
evaluation, registration, and treatment of historic properties and works to mitigate threats 
and conserve resources. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Preservation Planning states, “Important historic properties cannot be replaced if they are 
destroyed.”6 The Standards and Guidelines asserts that “Preservation planning provides 
for conservative use of these properties, preserving them in place and avoiding harm 
when possible.”7 The National Park Service and the Department of the Interior also stress 
the importance of the site of a historic resource as being “an essential feature in defining 
historic character.”8 The integrity of both the historic resource and its site remain integral 
to conserving the resource’s authenticity. 
In preserving postbellum monuments, the site is just as important as the 
monument itself. Many were erected on specific locations to commemorate something 
that happened there. While those who most disagree with the monument’s continued 
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presence in a public space often advocate removal, postbellum monuments are rarely 
removed and never because of public protests against it.9 Local groups or agencies may 
propose moving the monument to a less public area or a museum as a compromise, but 
relocating a monument can greatly affect its historic integrity when the monument’s site 
is directly related to the content of the monument.  
When the continued existence of postbellum monuments is so controversial 
within a local community, the local authorities’ handling of the monument’s preservation 
is intimately tied to how local stakeholders come to understand or reinterpret that 
monument in history and its role in the present community. In this chapter, I detail the 
process through which preservation professionals, government agencies, and local 
authorities manage the preservation of postbellum monuments to illustrate how issues of 
history and heritage, and stakeholder power relations influence and affect outcomes. Case 
studies of the Confederate Statue in Alexandria, Virginia, the Liberty Place Monument in 
New Orleans, Louisiana, and the Heyward Shepherd Monument in Harpers Ferry, West 
Virginia, demonstrate missed opportunities to reconnect the community to an American 
history of both white and African Americans. 
In each instance, the city or government agency had the chance to expand the 
public’s understanding of the history of the commemorative landscape, bringing to the 
forefront how commemoration of the Confederacy relates to postbellum racism in the 
American South. Instead, these authorities became overwhelmed by the difficulty in 
rectifying different stakeholder values and therefore sought the path of least resistance, 
catering to Southern heritage groups who traditionally have the strongest presence in 
dictating the character of the postbellum commemorative landscape. These city and 
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government agency use the language of preservation without taking advantage of 
preservation’s tools: namely interpretation, the creation of signs and materials that united 
the monument to the history of the postbellum commemorative landscape. While in each 
case study, the caretaker made some alteration or new insertion in each case study, the 
outcome did not to address the concerns of stakeholders who advocate for removal 
because the interpretive signs failed to connect the monument to its historic context. 
Without linking the monument to the history of the postbellum commemorative 
landscape, the monument in question continues to reflect the values and beliefs of their 
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Figure	  3-­‐	  1:	  Confederate	  Statue	  (Alexandria,	  VA) 
 
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA: THE CONFEDERATE STATUE 
After a 1988 traffic accident damaged Alexandria’s Confederate Statue, the City Council 
had to decide whether to re-erect the statue on its original site, relocate it to an adjacent 
corner, or remove it from public space all together. This case study illustrates 
Alexandria’s failure in differentiating heritage from history and how that led to the 
alienation of stakeholders who did not share the prevailing interpretation of Southern 
history. 
 
In 1985, The Washington Post printed an article entitled, 
“A Civil War Fight Rages on in Alexandria.”10 This fight that 
raged on in Alexandria arose over a statue at the intersection of 
Prince and South Washington Street depicting a Confederate 
soldier in uniform, arms crossed, head bowed, and hat in hand. 
When the Robert E. Lee Camp of the United Confederate 




Figure	  3-­‐	  2:	  Location	  of	  Alexandria’s	  
Confederate	  Statue 
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road for horse, carriage, and foot traffic. However, by 1985, the historic street had been 
incorporated into the George Washington Memorial Parkway, where the statue was in 
danger of being damaged by traffic just as the statue posed a serious threat to passing 
motorists.  
During the 1979-1980 council session, City Council member Nelson Greene Sr. 
proposed removing the statue not because of the statue’s hazardous position in the middle 
of a four-way intersection, but because “It’s more or less something that praises those 
soldiers who left here to keep people in slavery.”11 Of course, Greene did not succeed in 
removing the statue; by 1985, the statue still stood on the Parkway, an object of local 
debate. In The Washington Post, author Mary Jordan quotes those who disagreed with 
Greene’s proposal. Frederick Hart, local sculptor, said, “It’s silly to try to eradicate 
southern heritage. It’s clearly not antiblack or proslavery.”12 Sons of Confederate 
Veterans member Army Col. William M. Glasgow, said, “This whole fuss is a foolish 
and asinine attempt to change history.”13 Greene wanted to remove the statue because of 
his belief that it celebrated Confederate soldiers who fought for and defended a society 
founded on a system of slave labor; but Hart and Glasgow argue that it does not stand for 
or against slavery, but represents a Southern history, though the two did not stop to 
consider that their idea of Southern history might not be shared by all Southerners.  
Meanwhile, William Hurd, former chairman of the Alexandria Civil War 
Centennial Committee, wanted to remove the statue not because he felt the statue 
expressed a proslavery sentiment, but because he feared it would be damaged in a traffic 
accident.14 Hurd’s fears were realized when, in 1988, a van drove into the statue, and it 
toppled from its pedestal. The accident touched off a new round of public debate whether 
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the statue should be restored, who would pay for the restoration, and what the monument 
represented to the local community of Alexandria in 1988 versus at the time it was 
erected in 1889.15 
Alexandria, Virginia is located less than ten miles south of Washington D.C., 
across the Potomac River from the United States capital. Founded in 1749, Alexandria 
claims to be the hometown of some of America’s most famous: George Washington, 
Robert E. Lee, Jim Morrison, and Mama Cass.16 Alexandria exemplifies a recurring 
American story shared by many cities along the east coast. The British settled the city in 
1669 as part of a 6,000-acre land grant from the Governor of Virginia to an English sea 
captain Robert Howson as a reward for successfully sailing the Atlantic with English 
settlers aboard. Before it became an established trading post, plantations lined this side of 
the Potomac, a majority cultivating tobacco crops. By the 1730s, Alexandria grew as a 
trading outlet because of the deep bay that allowed large vessels to dock on their way up 
the river. In 1779, Alexandria became an official port of entry for foreign ships and by 
the end of the eighteenth century, was considered one of the ten busiest ports in America. 
While the self-proclaimed “Old Town” maintains many of Alexandria’s historic 
townhouses and warehouses, the city today is much more suburban than the bustling 
commercial port of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. It is primarily a residential 
community for those who work in the District of Columbia, but want to live in a less 
dense city environment.  
During the Civil War, Alexandria’s proximity to Washington meant that the 
newly seceded city posed a threat to the security of the capital. After Virginia’s 
ratification of the secession ordinance on May 24, 1861, President Abraham Lincoln 
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dispatched Union troops to secure the area surrounding Washington D.C., including 
Alexandria. An 800-troop garrison was the only defense between Lincoln’s 2,200 men 
and the newly seceded Confederate city. Outnumbered, the Alexandrian soldiers 
mustered at the intersection of Washington and Prince Streets, marching off to join the 
17th Virginia Infantry. Those of the 800 who survived the war would not be able to return 
to the Union occupied-city until after Confederate General Robert E. Lee’s surrender at 
Appomattox on April 9, 1865.17 The friends and family of the Confederate soldiers lived 
under military rule for four years as part of a ring of 164 Union forts and batteries built to 
protect Washington D.C. from Confederate attack.18 
The monument that now stands at the intersection of Washington and Prince 
memorializes the memory of those Alexandrian soldiers who never returned home from 
the Civil War. Edgar Warfield, a veteran of the 17th Virginia and native Alexandrian, 
suggested to the Robert E. Lee Camp of the United Confederate Veterans that a statue 
should be erected in the city to his fallen brethren. Painter John A. Elder proposed the use 
of a clay model of a figure from his painting entitled, “Appomattox,” depicting a soldier 
in the pose, arms crossed, head bowed, on the battlefield of the same name.19 Sculptor M. 
Casper Buberl created the form for the statue, which was cast by 
the Henry Bennard Bronze Company. William Leal produced the 
Georgian granite base, inscribed with 100 names of 
Alexandrian’s Confederate dead. It reads, “Erected to the 
memory of the Confederate dead of Alexandria, Va. By their 
Surviving Comrades, May 24, 1889/They died in the 
consciousness of duty faithfully performed.”20  
Figure	  3-­‐	  3:	  Confederate	  
Statue's	  Inscription 
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The bronze statue is 8 feet high, and the pedestal is 12 feet high.  
Dedication activities included a parade with over 10,000 visiting military 
participants, 13 bands, and a full unveiling ceremony at which the Robert E. Lee Camp 
received Virginian Governor Fitzhugh Lee, nephew of General Lee.21 The Atlanta 
Constitution described the statue for its readers: “He stands, dressed in the old familiar 
uniform of the confederate private, with folded arms and head bowed forward as if in 
deep contemplation over the scenes of privation and hard-fought battles through which he 
has passed, all for naught.”22 Speeches presented that day decried Abraham Lincoln as a 
traitor, praised General Lee for his military prowess, and criticized Confederate General 
James Longstreet’s failures at the Battle of Gettysburg.23 
Alexandria’s Confederate Statue epitomizes the memorial to the Lost Cause. 
Erected in a public space, a soldier stands in contemplative mourning, but stands 
nonetheless. The monument is a celebration of the memory of Confederate soldiers, of 
both those who died and the living veterans who congregated in the street to participate in 
a ceremony to honor the soldiers’ valor and heroism. The site of the monument is 
especially important because the monument reflects upon the point of departure for the 
Alexandrian garrison.    
When public debate flared over whether to re-erect the damaged statue in 1988, 
the monument’s meaning had clearly changed for some citizens of Alexandria, despite 
the Robert E. Lee Camp’s intention to create a lasting tribute to Alexandria’s Confederate 
soldiers. The Washington Post covered the public dispute over whether to remove the 
statue from its original site, publishing multiple articles and opinion pieces. Robert P. 
Girardi wrote an article entitled “Put the Statue Back Up,” arguing for the historic 
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significance of the Confederate Statue. He writes, “The dispute over the Monument to the 
Confederate Dead is really a dispute over what our history means to us now,” a jumbled 
mixing of history and heritage.24  
For Girardi, the issue is not just over a difference in the meaning of history, but a 
difference in the meaning of history for white Americans versus African Americans. 
Girardi singles out the “black community” as the stakeholder group most “offended” by 
the statue’s presence in a public street.25 He then self-identifies as a “young white 
Virginian,” arguing “The Confederate on the pedestal is part of my past, my heritage…he 
is part of our history.”26 Like other Washington Post journalists covering the story, 
Girardi sets the debate over the Confederate Statue as being a difference between white 
Americans and African Americans, a person’s ancestry dictating which group or 
individual can identify with particular aspects of American history under the guise of 
heritage. Instead of the history of slavery and the Confederacy as being a shared 
American heritage as well as a common history, journalists like Girardi single out 
African Americans as being against the heritage of white Americans, portraying them as 
trying to erase “our past.”27 Girardi claims that the statue stands “for all brave men;” 
however, Karen E. Fields, Professor of sociology at Duke University, argues that statues 
like that of the Confederate soldier are “outward and visible signs” of Jim Crow’s 
regime.28 Can the Confederate Statue stand for white Southern heritage and Southern 
history simultaneously and inclusively? Is the monument a symbol of the valor and 
bravery of Confederate soldiers as well as a symbol of Jim Crow?   
This us-versus-them, African Americans versus white Americans approach 
constricts possible solutions by making it seem that one group or the other must sacrifice 
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their beliefs in order for a consensus to be reached. Such language also frames the 
problem as only being an issue for African Americans or conversely for racist white 
Americans. Being one of the first U.S. cities to pass a historic preservation zoning 
ordinance, Alexandria is well practiced in managing its historic resources. The monument 
does not exist within a vacuum, but within a citywide coordinated effort to preserve 
Alexandria’s historic resources as well as interpret that history for the visiting public, 
teasing out the connection between the city’s built fabric and Alexandria’s connection to 
the larger United States historical narrative. The city’s unwillingness to make use of the 
preservation tools available to change the presentation of a monument leaves open the 
question that if through preservation management Alexandria could have affected how 
differing constituents groups view and lay claim to this Confederate Statue.  
 
 
Practicing Preservation Management 
 
 
Alexandria recognized the significance and value of its built historic fabric early 
in the twentieth century, applying historic districting to protect historic structures as well 
as cultivate a tourist trade. Because of Alexandria’s proximity to Washington D.C. and 
Mount Vernon, the 1932 bicentennial of George Washington’s birth encouraged a flurry 
of activity to nurture and promote tourism for cities and sites connected to the nation’s 
first president. In 1926, Charles Eliot, a National Park Service official, proposed a 28-
mile corridor along the Potomac that would link historic monuments in the Washington 
area.29 The federal government authorized the plan in 1928, and by 1932 the southern 
portion of the George Washington Memorial Parkway opened, extending 15.2 miles from 
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Arlington Memorial Bridge to Mount Vernon. With the Parkway running right through 
the center of town, Alexandria organized activities (the local American Legion even 
opened a museum) all in celebration of the anniversary of Washington’s birth.  
In 1946, the City Council established historic-district zoning, overseeing 
alterations to historic structures in order to preserve Alexandria’s historic character along 
the George Washington Memorial Parkway. The original Old & Historic Alexandria 
District comprised over 100 blocks of what was the original city boundaries along the 
Potomac River. In 1963, the City Council amended the zoning code with Ordinance No. 
1338, re-establishing the boundaries and defining new height restrictions for the district. 
The Virginia Historic Landmarks Commission nominated the Old & Historic Alexandria 
District to the National Register in 1966 and the Secretary of the Interior designated the 
district a National Historic Landmark in 1969. In the district’s statement of significance 
for the National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form, the “Old & Historic 
District of Alexandria” is described as having “the largest concentration of late-
eighteenth and early nineteenth century urban architecture in the state.”30 The 
Confederate Statue is within the Old & Historic Alexandria District, and despite its 
eligibility for listing on the National Register, the monument is neither listed individually 
nor as a contributing resource of a historic district.   
In June 1992, Alexandria adopted a new Zoning Ordinance in which Article X 
specially addressed Historic Districts and Buildings and reestablished the Old & Historic 
Alexandria District as well as the Parker-Gray District. Parker-Gray is an L-shaped 
district adjacent to the northwest boundary of the Old & Historic Alexandria.  In March 
1992, Alexandria nominated a multiple-property listing to the National Register 
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documenting the city’s African American Resources of which the Parker-Gray District is 
mentioned as containing many of the contributing properties. It was not until 2002 that 
Alexandria nominated the district separately, citing its architecture and its association 
with African American heritage and social history, specifically the “social history of the 
segregation era.”31 In 1995, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources nominated the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway to the National Register, adding another layer of 
protection for the resources both within the Old & Historic District as well as those along 
the Memorial Parkway.32  
The 1992 Zoning Ordinance reestablished the Old & Historic Alexandria District 
and the Parker-Gray District Boards of Architectural Review to evaluate all applications 
for alteration or demolition of any property within that district. Both protect local 
community resources by maintaining the district’s historic character through design 
controls ensuring any new construction or alterations conform to extant built fabric. That 
same year, the city also adopted a new historic preservation master plan to manage its 
historic resources, including its extensive listings of historic landmarks. While the 1974 
Comprehensive Plan for Alexandria “acknowledge[s] the rich historical heritage of the 
City,” the 1992 Historic Preservation Master Plan aimed to go farther in preserving 
Alexandria’s historic built fabric from “which the City derives its identity, livability, and 
beauty.”33 As part of the principles of historic preservation within the Master Plan, the 
City Council recognized the importance of cultivating tourism and ensured that the city’s 
resources will not only be identified and protected, but also interpreted for the visiting 
public.  
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The Board of Architectural Review for the Old & Historic as well as the Park-
Gray Districts are just two of several city agencies that manage Alexandria’s historic 
resources. Alexandria’s Historic Preservation Office under the city’s Planning & Zoning, 
supports the two Architectural Review Boards and regulates development in these 
designated districts. Meanwhile, the Office of Historic Alexandria operates seven sites 
owned by the City of Alexandria: the Alexandria Black History Museum, Alexandria 
Archaeology Museum, Fort Ward Museum and Historic Site, Friendship Firehouse 
Museum, Gadsby’s Tavern Museum, The Lyceum: Alexandria’s History Museum, and 
the Stabler-Leadbeater Apothecary Museum. Historic Alexandria also oversees citywide 
interpretative programs and organizes exhibitions and events to promote public education 
of the city’s history. Finally, the Historic Alexandria Foundation is a private advocacy 
group that coordinates with local government as well as organizes its own historic plaque 
program. Incorporated in 1954, the Foundation carried out the first extensive survey of 
Alexandria’s historic structures. Today, the Historic Alexandria Foundation continues to 
advocate for Alexandria’s historic properties, collaborating with city agencies to ensure 






 While the caretaker of the Confederate Statue is the United Daughters of the 
Confederacy, which inherited the property from the Robert E. Lee Camp of the United 
Confederate Veterans in 1924, Alexandria has been supervising the statue’s preservation 
for some years, managing the monument’s relationship to the surrounding roadway. Amy 
Bertsch of the Office of Historic Alexandria, documented these changes in her article 
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“Grey, Green, Black, and Blue: A Bronze Statue’s Survival on the Streets of Alexandria.” 
Since the monument was erected in 1889, the Robert E. Lee Camp periodically invested 
in enhancements such as an iron fence, gas lamps, and granite curbing.35 In 1901, the plot 
the statue stood on was 60 by 40 feet, but by 1923, due to increases in car traffic, the city 
had minimized that plot into a circle 20 feet in diameter. When the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway opened in 1932 along Washington Street, Alexandria took a more 
active role in the monument’s management because the statue posed a danger to passing 
motorists. By that time, the plot surrounding the monument shrunk to a circle 8 feet 
across, and despite 1930s plans for safety islands to the north and south of the monument, 
at the time of the accident in 1988, those plans were not implemented. Even before the 
1988 accident, other motorists had struck the monument. Bertsch notes that at least one 
knocked it over.36 With all the trouble the monument’s physical presence caused in the 
middle of a high volume parkway, why did the city not relocate this obvious traffic 
hazard? 
 When Mayor James P. Moran brought the issue to a vote in the Alexandria City 
Council after the 1988 van accident, the City Council voted six to one against relocating 
the statue from the intersection of Washington and Prince Streets. If the City Council had 
voted for relocation, the matter would have come before the Virginia General Assembly, 
who in 1890 enacted a law that stipulated the monument would “remain in its present 
position as a perpetual and lasting testimonial,” and that no “municipal power or 
authority” could move, change, or remove the monument in any way.37 Therefore, a 
majority vote by the City Council would have been insufficient in approving its 
relocation because it would have been a matter of Virginia state law to relocate the 
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monument. But the Virginia General Assembly never had the opportunity to weigh in on 
the controversy since the City did not approve the Mayor’s suggestion of moving the 
statue in front of the Lyceum on the adjacent corner nor has the City Council revisited the 
issue since. Instead, the Mary Curtis Lee-17th Virginia Regiment of the UDC oversaw the 
restoration project, using funds obtained from the van motorist’s insurance company to 
cover the cost of the monument’s conservation and re-erection. The UDC managed the 
conservation of the actual bronze figure and reinforced the monument against further 
damage from motorists on the parkway.38 The City Council endorsed the formation of a 
citizen task force to look into erecting a second statue honoring the memory of an African 
American Alexandrian.39 However, the only addition the city made to the statue was a 
plaque placed on the corner outside the Lyceum. It reads: 
	  
Figure	  3-­‐	  4:	  Plaque	  on	  corner	  of	  the	  Lyceum 
 
The Confederate Statue 
The unarmed Confederate soldier standing in the intersection of Washington and Prince 
Streets marks the location where units from Alexandria left to join the Confederate Army 
on May 24, 1861. The soldier is facing the battlefields to the South where his comrades 
fell during the War Between the States. The names of those Alexandrians who died in 
service for the Confederacy are inscribed on the base of the statue. The title of the 
sculpture is ‘Appomattox’ by Casper Buberl. 
  
 In the Washington Post article, “Alexandria to Restore Its Confederate Statue,” 
Caryle Murphy quotes city council member, William C. Cleveland, as saying “I just had 
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to reflect on the history…So to me, the statue must go back just for that connection.”40 
The statue’s placement, despite being in the middle of a busy intersection, does 
contribute to the significance of the monument because it commemorates an event that is 
specific to that site. However, neither the statue itself nor the added plaque is illustrative 
of the history beyond the tradition of celebrating the heroism and valor of Confederate 
soldiers, which people like Murphy and Cleveland continue to feed into this Lost Cause 
myth. Murphy writes that “for some Alexandria blacks” the statue is a “painful reminder 
of the structure to preserve slavery,” while for the city’s “history buffs,” the monument is 
“a symbol of a lost but well-fought war.”41 He, like many, compartmentalizes and 
separates the cause and effect of the historical narrative, separating military from social 
history, the Civil War years (1861 to 1865) from the events that came after that 
influenced the when and why the monument was erected in the first place. Murphy also 
unwittingly puts Alexandria’s African Americans in the position of being against history, 
when in reality those who spoke up against the statue call for a wider recognition of what 
constitutes the history of the monument, identifying the figure with the larger 
commemorative landscape, the “civic iconography” that comprises the built world of Jim 
Crow.42 
With the 150th anniversary of the Civil War, what was once a component of 
Alexandria’s larger historic narrative, a narrative that encapsulates the entirety of United 
States history, now comes to the forefront in a coordinated effort to commemorate 
Alexandria’s role in the Civil War. Historic Alexandria organized exhibitions, events, and 
walking tours citywide, including an exhibition at the Lyceum entitled “Occupied City: 
Life in Civil War Alexandria” and an exhibition at the Archaeology museum entitled “A 
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Community Digs Its Part: The Lee Street Site.” The Alexandria Black History Museum 
has a permanent exhibition entitled “Securing the Blessings of Liberty” and a nine-acre 
green space named Alexandria African American Heritage Park that commemorates and 
celebrates the city’s African American heritage. The city is currently developing a new 
museum called Freedom House to document Alexandria’s slave trade in the old Armfield 
& Co. headquarters, which was the largest domestic slave trading company in the United 
States. Alexandria is also constructing the Contraband and Freedmen’s Cemetery 
Memorial to commemorate the burial of almost 2,000 people of African descent buried 
during or immediately after the Civil War. Alexandria does not shy away from 
interpreting the many facets of a complicated history, and yet the City decided against an 
interpretative sign that related the full history of the statue in the postbellum 
commemorative landscape. 
Historic Alexandria continues to quietly take an interest in the postbellum 
monument, distributing a brochure entitled, “The Confederate Statue.” Like the plaque 
placed on the front lawn of the Lyceum, the brochure narrates a history of the monument 
without really relating the history of the Confederate soldier as a marker in the landscape 
of Jim Crow. Bertsch of Historic Alexandria calls the monument’s story “symbolic of 
Alexandria itself” because of the need to balance history and development; but the statue 
is more symbolic of a city that despite its best efforts to create a forward looking 
Alexandria, falls into the trap of being captivated by the traditions of the past.43 
Alexandria actively works towards integrating the many layers of its historic narrative 
through preservation management and interpretation, and while the Confederate Statue is 
just one piece of many, the city’s refusal to address the monument outright, to move an 
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obvious traffic hazard, or to recognize its contribution to the iconography of Jim Crow, 





Figure	  3-­‐	  5:	  Liberty	  Place	  Monument	  (New	  Orleans,	  LA) 
 
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA: LIBERTY PLACE MONUMENT 
In 1989, controversy over New Orleans’ Liberty Place Monument came to a head as city 
officials battled the Louisiana State Historic Preservation Office over where to re-erect 
the previously removed monument. This case study questions whether preservation 
professionals can claim postbellum monuments as historic resources without also 
advocating for the painful history of slavery and racism in American history. 
 
 
 Wedged between streetcar tracks and a parking lot stands a monument, 
unassuming in appearance, that would seem of no general interest to anyone in particular. 
The 20-foot stone obelisk commands neither the attention nor curiosity of the passerby. It 
is tall, but is also relatively plain, with few decorative carvings on the obelisk itself or the 
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pedestal it sits upon. The monument is located on a side 
street off one of New Orleans main thoroughfares, Canal 
Street, but taller structures surrounding the monument 
block it from view until the visitor is practically upon it. 
Despite its quiet presence, a series of heated debates and 
protests, beginning in 1974, called for the city to remove 
the Liberty Place Monument from public property.  
 The City of New Orleans erected the monument in 1891 in memorial of the 
sixteen members of the Crescent City White League who died during the September 14, 
1874 riot. During this public insurrection, a group of militant white Democrats attacked 
New Orleans’ Metropolitan Police force and briefly seized control from the city’s 
Republican administration. For the unaware, the monument communicates nothing of the 
complicated political and social struggles that gripped the American South in the wake of 
the social, political, and economic devastation resulting from the Civil War; the 
monument fails to reveal why New Orleans wanted to memorialize the event through the 
erection of the Liberty Place monument or how the city sponsored a commission to re-
commemorate the riot every year through the 1970s. Following NAACP protests in 1974, 
the city attempted to illuminate its own difficult history through the monument by adding 
an interpretive plaque to help make the past accessible in the present.44 In 1993, the city 
affixed the monument’s most recent inscription, which reads:  
 
In honor of those Americans on both sides of the conflict who died in the Battle 






Figure	  3-­‐	  6:	  Location	  of	  Liberty	  Place	  
Monument 
	   75	  
This inscription does not elaborate on exactly what lessons we are supposed to glean 
from this silent stone sentinel.  
When the third public battle erupted over the monument’s removal in 1989, 
Mayor Sidney J. Barthelemy made every attempt to rid New Orleans of its lightning rod 
for controversy, but the procedural stipulations outlined in the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, along with a U.S. District Court ruling, prevented the 
monument from making an exit from public life. In his article “The Battle of Liberty 
Monument,” Adolph Reed Jr. forcefully critiques preservationists involved in the 1989 
debacle for protecting the monument against removal.45 He argues, “The de-facto 
coalition of historic preservationists and latter-day white supremacists is a reminder that 
the preservationist impulse is by no means automatically politically progressive.”46 Faced 
with a divided public, the Louisiana State Historic Preservation Office and many local 
preservation organizations responded to the crisis by implementing routine procedures to 
relocate the monument, but did little to respond to citizen concerns regarding the 
monument’s continued existence in a public space. The story of the Liberty Place 
monument and what happened when New Orleans tried to remove it from city-owned 
property exemplifies how preservation authorities failed to effectively cope with differing 
stakeholder values in their management of this historic object. Preservationists’ role in 
the controversy gives rise to the question of whether there is a way to advocate for such a 
monument as a historic resource without advocating for the painful history of slavery and 









Through Republican Congressional controlled policies and implementation under 
the United States Army, Reconstruction fostered the formation of Republican-controlled 
state and local governments in the former Confederate states following the Civil War. 
These governments relied on a coalition of former slaves, Northern administers, and a 
population of white Southern supporters to control an area of the South previously 
governed exclusively by white Southern Democrats. David Blight, Yale historian, 
describes these Reconstruction policies as being “grounded in the notion of an activist 
federal government, a redefinition of American citizenship…and faith in free labor in a 
competitive capitalist system.”47 With the Union Army’s capture of New Orleans early in 
the war, the federal government actually assumed control of the city before Lee’s 
surrender. Because Congress and the President Andrew Johnson restricted many former 
Confederates from participation, post-war city elections resulted in the Republican Party 
assuming control of New Orleans.  
 Republican William Pitt Kellogg’s election to Louisiana’s governorship in 1873 
touched off a new wave of counterrevolutionary political movements that strove to return 
control of Louisiana to the white Democrats by any means necessary.48 Founded in 1874, 
the White League was one such statewide organization that consisted of local chapters 
throughout Louisiana. Loyola University New Orleans historian, Justin Nystrom, 
describes the group’s aims as “white supremacy in its most strident form.”49 The Crescent 
City White League was a local New Orleans chapter that hoped to take back the city by 
force and reinstate a white Democratic regime. On September 1, 1874, the White League 
	   77	  
held a rally on Canal Street, attended by close to 10,000 people, to celebrate the group’s 
formation of a new political platform that advocated for an end to Republican controlled 
governments and a “racial paternalism based on white dominance.”50 The group 
scheduled a call to arms for September 14, 1874, and on the day, the White League took 
to the streets in an attempt to take control of the government by force in what later 
became known as the Battle of Liberty Place.51 The battle took place over a wide section 
of the city, with a majority of the action taking place at the foot of Canal Street, by the 
Mississippi River. Former Confederate General James Longstreet took command of the 
federal forces arrayed against the rioters and commanded their men to hold the Custom 
House and the levee. The White League eventually overpowered the Metropolitan Police 
force, who surrendered to the insurgents. By September 15th, the White League overran 
the State House on Royal Street, effectively taking control of the local government; 
however, by September 19, 1874, federal troops wrested back control, ending the 
insurrection, but not the power of the White League. 
 Despite failing to take the government on September 14th, the White League 
remained influential in New Orleans’ local politics. To assemble political support, the 
group propagandized the September 14th riot, building and maintaining a strong public 
memory surrounding the event. The White League re-commemorated the event yearly 
through public celebrations on the anniversary, even after the return to power of the 
Democratic Party and the end of Reconstruction in 1877. In The Myth of Liberty Place, 
Jacob A. Wagner details how the White League and other conservative political groups 
continually used the September 14th riot as a rallying cry for white supremacy. Wagner 
notes that September 15, 1874 marks the beginning of “the long history of municipal-
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sponsored glorification of the White League” with Democratic Mayor Louis A. Wiltz’s 
proclamation honoring the men who fought against Republican rule.52 In 1877, the city 
designated the site of the riot “Liberty Place,” and in 1882, the City Council passed an 
ordinance dedicating the land at the foot of Canal Street at the Mississippi where the 
monument was later erected in 1891. Wagner writes that the construction of the 
monument “coincided with the production of a memorial landscape across the city that 
affirmed the power and influence of the elite of New Orleans while denying the presence 
of the city’s African American citizens.”53 A statue to Robert E. Lee was constructed in 
the newly renamed Lee Circle in 1884, and a large equestrian statue to General Pierre G. 
Beauregard was unveiled in 1915. Former President of the Confederacy Jefferson Davis 
died in New Orleans in 1889; his body laid in state in the city hall.54 In 1911, a 
monument was dedicated in his memory on what is now known as Jefferson Davis 
Parkway.  
 For years after the Battle of Liberty Place, the Crescent City White League and 
the City of New Orleans held an event on September 14th in commemoration. Since 1891, 
the White League and other conservative groups used the monument to stage ceremonies 
and political rallies, invoking September 14th as a call for white supremacy and the denial 
of civil rights to the city’s African Americans. The Crescent City White League would 
meet yearly at the monument on the anniversary of the battle for a public commemorative 
ceremony. According to Order NO. 13,820 of the Commission Council Series issued in 
1932, the New Orleans Commission Council reconstituted the Commissioners of Liberty 
Place, charging them with the care of the monument as well as with holding a yearly 
luncheon on the anniversary of the battle.55  The Mayor reappointed members of the 
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commission every year, usually consisting of the participants of the battle or their 
descendants. In honor of the reconstituting of the Commission, city officials added an 
additional inscription to the base of the monument that read: 
 
United States troops took over the state government and reinstated the usurpers but the 
national election 1876 recognized white supremacy in the South and gave us our state. 
 
 
In 1963, New Orleans removed the monument from its traffic circle “for excavation and 
construction of the Rivergate and International Trade Mart,” now the New Orleans World 
Trade Center on Canal at N. Peters Street.56 Even with the absence of the monument, the 
Commissioners of Liberty Place held their anniversary celebrations, albeit at a private 
restaurant. On September 14, 1969, the Commission returned their commemorative 
activities to Liberty Place despite the monument’s continued absence.57 Mayor Victor 
Shiro re-erected the Liberty Place Monument in March of 1970 within fifty feet from its 
original location as one of the final undertakings of his administration.58 Wagner argues 
that the re-erection “within weeks of a mayoral election in which Landrieu’s election 
rested on a majority of black votes was not merely coincidental.”59 He argues that Shiro’s 
action was a pointed comment towards the new mayoral administration, which carried the 
support of many African American voters. Wagner hints that Shiro held white 
supremacist leanings based on Shiro’s record of poor “race relations” and opposition to 
civil rights legislation.60  
Whether or not Shiro self-identified with white supremacy, he did agree to the 
formation of the Human Relations Commission in 1967, a city agency that “enforces the 
City’s Human Relations Rights Laws.” 61 Immediately following the monument’s re-
erection in 1970, the Commission began considering how to amend the Liberty Place 
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monument’s 1932 inscription. However, it was not until June 1974 that New Orleans 
placed further interpretation of the monument on site and cemented a blank marble slab 
over the 1932 inscription. The plaque read: 
 
Although the ‘Battle of Liberty Place’ and this monument are important parts of New 
Orleans history, the sentiments in favor of white supremacy expressed thereon are 
contrary to the philosophy and beliefs of present-day New Orleans. 
 
In 1977, New Orleans elected its first African American mayor, Ernest Nathan 
Morial, who served from 1978 to 1986. Morial attempted in January 1981 to remove the 
Liberty Place monument from Canal Street, citing the monument as a “source of 
divisiveness in our community.”62 However, the City Council moved to block Morial’s 
action and passed Ordinance No. 7992 that prohibited the removal of any statue erected 
through a city ordinance without first obtaining council approval.63 The Council amended 
the ordinance to allow for the removal of a monument by the mayor in agreement with 
the City Council if both deem that there exists “any wording that is derogatory to any 
racial or ethnic groups.”64 Morial vetoed the new ordinance, but the Council voted to 
override the Mayor’s veto, essentially voting against the removal of the Liberty Place 
Monument from city property.  
  
 
Lessons for the Future 
 
 On October 19, 1989, in accordance with Ordinance No. 7992, the New Orleans 
City Council passed a resolution to remove the Liberty Place monument from Canal 
Street. The reason the Council cited for the monument’s removal was to make way for 
road construction and promised to re-erect the statue upon the completion of the project. 
The proposed improvements to Canal Street were meant to “increase efficiency” in the 
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busy business and entertainment district and partly paid for through federal funds 
provided by the Urban Development Action Grant.65 Writing to Robert Fink at the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Mayor Sidney J. Barthelemy claimed that the 
“location of the monument here prohibits the necessary roadway and signal 
improvements and represents a traffic safety hazard;” therefore, he proposed moving the 
monument to a new site off Canal Street following the completion of construction.66  
But before Barthelemy and the City Council could move the monument, the 
Mayor needed to seek approval with the Louisiana State Historic Preservation Office. 
The State Office held that the Liberty Place Monument was eligible for listing on the 
National Register “because it represented the views, intellectual views, historical views, 
ideological views of the majority of southerners in the late 19th century.”67 The city 
Council and Mayor Barthelemy needed the State Office to issue a finding of “No Adverse 
Effect” before removing the monument and proceeding with the Canal Street 
construction. The conditions for this agreement between the city and the State Historic 
Preservation Office were that the monument could be removed under the supervision of 
the Historic District Landmarks Commission, stored in a proper facility, and re-erected 
on the same or a new site by May 1, 1991. The city would also refurbish the monument to 
its original appearance. In writing the State Office, the Mayor proposed that the new site 
should be “within the area determined to be historically appropriate to the site of the 
battle.”68 While State Historic Preservation Officer, Leslie P. Tassin, agreed that most of 
Barthelemy’s recommendations met the standards outlined in Section 106 under the 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, he required greater clarification as to where the 
monument would be re-erected. He wrote, “the main portion of the battle took place 
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within the following boundaries: 1) the Mississippi River, 2) the center line of South and 
North Peters Streets, 3) the upriver side of Poydras Street, and 4) the downriver side of 
Iberville Street.”69 As long as New Orleans agreed to re-erect the monument within these 
boundaries, the City could remove the monument with the approval of the State Historic 
Preservation Office.  
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation also approved the removal of the 
Liberty Monument, but like the State Office, offered its own stipulation. Claudia Nissley, 
Director of the Western Office, wrote the Mayor saying that the Council would not object 
to the removal of the 1932 inscription as long as it was documented to the standards of 
the State Office. She had been told that New Orleans wanted to add an additional 
inscription, “in an effort to give historical and narrative balance to the event which the 
monument commemorates.”70 Nissley recommended that any new “interpretive devices” 
not be attached to the monument itself, but instead share space with the monument.71  
On July 10, 1990, the City Planning Commission recommended that the Liberty 
Monument be restored to its “original traffic island at the foot of Canal Street.”72 Despite 
considering four other options, the Canal Street Median at the bus terminus, the islands 
flanking the Jean d’Arc statue, the lawn area of the Rivergate, or the lawn area of the 
World Trade Center, the Commission still chose the former site because “the city 
own[ed] the site and there [was] a historical precedent for it being located here.”73 Under 
the Planning Commission “Site Selection Criteria,” members were asked to “consider the 
monument as an urban design element,” and to “not engage in the historical/social debate 
about its merits.”74 But at a vote of 4-1, the Commission was short a vote to make the 
staff’s recommendation the official position.  
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The decision was handed off to the Mayor and the City Council, who asked for an 
extension of the deadline to restore the monument. With planned redevelopment of the 
Canal Street area, the city could not agree on a new location for the Liberty Place 
Monument within what would soon become a New Orleans tourist mecca.75 The State 
Historic Preservation Office extended the city’s deadline to September 1, 1991. But 
instead of searching for an alternative site to re-erect the monument, Mayor Barthelemy 
petitioned the Louisiana State Museum to accept the monument, where he believed it 
could be displayed “absent an unwarranted and offensive location of prominence.”76 But 
the state museum declined to take it, and the Liberty Monument languished in storage. 
With September fast approaching, Barthelemy made a request for another extension, 
which the State Office denied. September came and went, while the city remained 
hesitant as to where to visibly display this growing public relations nightmare.  
The New Orleans community divided on whether the monument should be 
considered a historic resource, worthy of preservation as a significant feature of New 
Orleans history, or irrefutably representative of overt racism no matter what the city 
added to interpret the monument, and therefore, deserving of removal from public space. 
The Louisiana Landmarks Society believed “That the events the Liberty Monument calls 
to mind do not represent sentiments now widely held or taken seriously does not, of 
course, rob it of its legitimacy as an historic witness.”77 Meanwhile, the Advisory 
Committee on Human Relations thought, “The stone obelisk that remains a visible 
symbol of [the laws of segregation’s] handiwork should enjoy no greater immunity than 
the laws themselves.”78 Differing constituent groups stood firm and compromise 
appeared unattainable. 
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For some, the time for compromise had past. Member of the House of 
Representatives David Duke rallied supporters in the monument’s defense, forming an 
organization called the Friends of Liberty Monument. Duke is a former Grand Wizard of 
the Ku Klux Klan and staunch anti-Semite who gained a sizable political following in 
Louisiana in the 1990s. Duke argued for preserving the Liberty Monument in New 
Orleans’ public space in celebration of the memory of the members of the Crescent City 
White League. In December 1991, one of Duke’s supporters, Francis Shubert, filed a 
federal lawsuit against the city, suing for enforcement of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 
While the case proceeded, the Mayor’s office continued to negotiate with 
Louisiana State Historic Preservation Office to expand the boundaries in which the 
monument could be re-erected. In response to a letter from Al Stokes (the Mayor’s 
Executive Assistant), Gerri Hoddy (State Historic Preservation Officer) wrote, “The 
staff’s opinion was that the significant event was [the battle site]. Thus, the ground goes 
with the monument in terms of its value as a historic property.”79 Yet, how significant is 
the battle site really to the value of the monument as a historic resource?  
Battle sites pose the difficult question of how to document and preserve the 
historic movements of people. Traditionally, battles involve thousands of people spread 
out over a vast territory, many times in a natural landscape. This presents problems for 
interpreters because it is challenging to communicate the importance of military 
maneuvers when your canvas is an empty cornfield. While the Battle of Liberty Place 
took place within a smaller area than a battle like Gettysburg and involved fewer 
participants, the urban setting of New Orleans means that such a site is competing with 
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the surrounding development rapidly rising at the foot of Canal Street. The monument 
does not exist within a setting specifically built for historic interpretation, such as a 
museum or a national park, but within a dynamic urban environment where people live 
and work. Hobdy argues that, “our mandate requires us to preserve those aspects of a 
historic property that establish its National Register eligibility.”80 But what exactly are 
these aspects? Is it really just the monument’s relation to the battle site? Though the 
monument is site-specific, what lends the monument its significance is the Battle of 
Liberty Place within the larger context of the history of postbellum politics in New 
Orleans and the entirety of the American South. The Battle of Liberty Place is an isolated 
event important to the narration of a larger historic context, easy to illustrate on paper, 
but it becomes more difficult to connect that same historic context to the monument on 
site. The real heart of the conflict is the community’s relationship to their history, 
government, urban landscape, and most importantly, their relationship to each other.  
Neither the city nor the State Historic Preservation Office grapple with these larger 
questions of context and deal very little with the problems of interpreting the monument 
for the New Orleans community.  
The Mayor’s Office ran out of time to debate and negotiate the merits of each 
option with the State Historic Preservation Office. In his ruling on Shubert’s lawsuit, 
Judge A.J. McNamara of the U.S. District Court forced the city’s compliance with the 
National Historic Preservation Act, setting a deadline for choosing a new site for 
December 9, 1992 and a deadline for re-erection for January 20, 1993.81  McNamara 
wrote, “But for his [Shubert’s] lawsuit, the Battle of Liberty Place Monument likely 
would not be re-erected in any location.”82 As a result of the court order, Mayor 
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Barthelemy chose a site on city-owned property on the downtown side of Iberville Street 
near the floodwall. Barthelemy’s site was within the jurisdiction of the Vieux Carré 
Commission, who needed to approve the Mayor’s decision before the Liberty Place 
Monument could be relocated. Established by a 1921 Louisiana State Constitutional 
amendment, the Vieux Carré oversaw the preservation of New Orleans’ historic 
structures within the boundaries of Iberville Street, Esplanade Avenue, North Rampart 
Street, and the Mississippi River. In its December 1992 recommendations, the 
Commission agreed with the Mayor that the monument could best be displayed in a 
museum setting, where “this monument to racism could be displayed and interpreted in 
the full context of the tragic 1874 events.”83 However, the city needed to comply with the 
National Historic Preservation Act and fulfill their agreement with the State Historic 
Preservation Office, who insisted the monument be re-erected on “publically owned, 
unencumbered property.”84 
In the late 1960s, another Louisiana city, Natchitoches, experienced a similar 
controversy over a monument known as “The Good Darky” or “Uncle Jack.” Dedicated 
in 1927, the bronze statue, sculpted by Hans Schuler, Sr., illustrates an elderly African 
American, head stooped, tipping his hat. Schuler modeled the statue after a National 
Geographic photograph of an elderly gatekeeper at the Middleton Plantation outside 
Charleston, South Carolina.85 Its inscription reads: “Erected by the City of Natchitoches 
in Grateful Recognition of the Arduous and Faithful Service of the Good Darkies of 
Louisiana.” After repeated public protests advocating to remove the statue, city officials 
tried to remove it from its site on the corner of Washington and Lafayette Street, but the 
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family of the statue’s financier objected. Yet somehow the statue ended up on the 
riverbank, the monument’s base thrown into the river.  
The city retrieved the statue, storing it for four years, until donating it to the Rural 
Life Museum of Louisiana State University.  In 1974, the Museum added a second 
plaque, “Donated to the Rural Life Museum by Mrs. Jo Bryan Ducournau” and displayed 
the statue outdoors in a landscaped setting near the entrance.86 However, members of the 
public continued to protest the original inscription, and in 1989, the museum covered it 
within a wooden frame. Writing in 1999, James W. Loewen in his book Lies Across 
America points out, “No plaque gives any information about [the statue’s] history or 
symbolic meaning.”87 More recently, Ruth Laney in her article “The Journey of ‘Uncle 
Jack’” notes the museum making recent strides to better interpret the statue. Director 
David Floyd believes, “It’s a great opportunity to use it as a teaching tool.”88 By moving 
the “Uncle Jack” statue into a museum, it becomes less of a memorial to a public memory 
of racism in American history and more of a relic, but can only become a  “teaching tool” 
if some individual or group makes use of it as such.   
Relocating the statue into a museum environment depoliticizes the controversy of 
the monument in public space, but without adding some means for the public to interpret 
the monument in history, it remains disconnected from its larger context in both 
American history and the Civil War commemorative landscape. If the museum does not 
work to connect the monument to its own history, the monument does not become a 
historic resource or a “teaching tool.” Instead, the monument is an art object, urban 
design element, or continues to be a memorial to the values and beliefs of the group that 
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originally paid for its construction. A monument is not a part of history until individuals 
make it a part of history.  
Unfortunately, New Orleans did very little to connect the Liberty Monument with 
the history of Reconstruction, the Crescent City White League, nor the New Orleans 
government’s continued re-commemoration of the September 14th riot. The U.S. District 
Court ruling required the monument to be restored to city property by January 20, 1993. 
Once Mayor Barthelemy chose the Iberville site, the Vieux Carré Commission seconded 
the Mayor’s suggestion, but recommended that the Iberville site be landscaped into a 
park-like setting, that the 1932 inscription be removed, and that a separate explanatory 
plaque be added that “would place the monument in an enlightened historical 
perspective.”89 However, when the city re-erected the monument in February 1993, the 
only addition the city made to the monument was 
the plaque that read, “A Conflict of the Past that 
Should Teach Us Lessons for the Future.” No 
additional sign or inscription relates to the viewer 
what the conflict was, why it happened, and why 
there was a monument dedicated in remembrance.  
 
Following the monument’s re-erection, the New Orleans City Council amended 
Chapter 61 of the city code regarding public monuments to say, “The Council may, by 
ordinance cause the removal of the monument, statue, or other thing located outdoors on 
City property covered by the provisions of this section upon a finding that the thing 
constitutes a nuisance…”90 As a result of this amended ordinance, the Advisory 
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Committee on Human Relations held several hearings on the removal of the Liberty 
Monument and finally recommended that the monument “be dismantled and stored in an 
appropriate facility.”91 Agreeing with the Committee, the City Council voted to declare 
the Liberty Place Monument a nuisance and therefore remove it from city-owned 
property. However, no museum would take it and, with the rumblings of another lawsuit, 
the city backed away and let the monument stand on Iberville Street.  
Throughout the public controversy that began with the monument’s removal in 
1989, the Louisiana State Historic Preservation Office advocated for the preservation of 
the Liberty Place Monument, claiming the monument to be both historic and site specific 
because of the role the Battle of Liberty Place held in New Orleans postbellum history. 
Yet without any other markers delineating the boundaries of the battlefield, the Liberty 
Place Monument stands alone in commemoration of a truly ugly event in American 
history. While the Battle of Liberty Place remains a part of this New Orleans’ post-Civil 
War narrative, it is impossible to envision the event in the landscape itself when visiting 
the monument today. New Orleans stripped the monument of anything that would 
illustrate this history and tucked the monument away into its grassy corner, hoping no 
one would pay much attention to it. The Liberty Place Monument is a part of thousands 
of monuments throughout the American South that are pieces of this same story, but 
nowhere does the city try to give voice to this extensive commemorative landscape. 
Without further interpreting the Liberty Place Monument on its Iberville site, New 
Orleans fails to recreate the monument into a historic resource for public use. A 
monument like Liberty Place should be advocated for only if the municipality or group 
who owns it interprets the monument through history instead of as a product of it.  




Figure	  3-­‐	  8:	  Heyward	  Shepherd	  Monument	  (Harpers	  Ferry,	  WV) 
 
 
HARPERS FERRY, WEST VIRGINIA: HEYWARD SHEPHERD MONUMENT 
Since the National Park Service acquired the Heyward Shepherd Monument in the 1950s, 
the Park Service has struggled with how to integrate the monument into the Harpers 
Ferry National Historical Park. Also known as the Faithful Slave Monument, its 
inscription ignites public controversy divided over the charged content of its message. 
This case study reveals the difficulty in linking the history of the postbellum 
commemorative landscape to the site of a monument through interpretive programming. 
 
 
 Harpers Ferry, West Virginia is a sleepy little town at the confluence of the 
Potomac and Shenandoah Rivers. But in the nineteenth century, this little town was 
anything but sleepy. A powerhouse of industry, Harpers Ferry was the site of the U.S. 
Armory, one of two in the nation that hosted a massive federal factory for gun 
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manufacturing. President George Washington chose Harpers Ferry as the place for the 
newest United States’ second national armory. Its location 60 miles inland from 
Washington DC, walled by mountains, and at the intersection of two important rivers 
meant that the Armory had a natural source of power, means of easy transportation, as 
well as a defendable position.  
 Because the town hosted the site of the U.S. Armory, it became a highly valued 
military objective during the Civil War. Union and Confederate troops battled fiercely to 
retain control of first the armory and then its transportation resources. Even before the 
outbreak of war, Harpers Ferry sealed its notoriety in American history as the location of 
John Brown’s Raid on October 16-19, 1859. Brown was an ardent abolitionist who 
crusaded to rid the United States of slavery by any means necessary. Before his attack on 
the U.S. Armory, Brown drafted his “Declaration of Liberty,” that proclaims, “When in 
the course of Human events, it becomes necessary for an oppressed People to Rise, and 
assert their Natural Rights …We will obtain these rights or die in the struggle.”92 He 
intended his attack on Harpers Ferry to be the start of a nationwide campaign to free 
America’s slaves and establish a new revolutionary government. 
 Heyward Shepherd ended up at the wrong place at the wrong time. As the 
baggage master at the Harpers Ferry depot, he manned the B&O railway office at night. 
On October 16, 1859, just before midnight, Shepherd was on duty when he noticed some 
commotion on the Potomac railway bridge. He entered the covered bridge and was 
confronted by two men carrying guns. The men called out to Shepherd, “Halt!” but 
Shepherd turned to flee, only to be shot in the back by one of the armed guards. The two 
men were members of John Brown’s raiding party, stationed to watch the approach from 
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the bridge. Shepherd died that morning. Tony Horwitz, author of Midnight Rising, writes 
about the event, “John Brown’s campaign to liberate slaves had claimed as its first 
casualty a free black man, shot down while defying the orders of armed whites.”93 
Shepherd’s death marked the beginning of the raid that ended with the death and capture 
of Brown and his men. 
 In 1944, President Franklin D. Roosevelt signed legislation creating Harpers Ferry 
National Monument, “a national public memorial commemorating historical events,” 
operated by the National Park Service.94 The park has grown over the years, 
encompassing 3.745 acres of both cultural sites and natural landscapes. In 1963, 
Congress changed the park’s name to Harpers Ferry National Historical Park to “more 
accurately represent the site’s evolution.”95 The Park had a total of 255,348 visitors in 
2011, many who came specifically to experience some of the park’s premier cultural 
resources, including the Civil War battlefield, the historic Lower Town, John Brown’s 
Fort, the Lockwood House, and the numerous museums the NPS operates on the 
property.96  
The Lower Town is the location of the now demolished U.S. Armory, John 
Brown’s Fort, and many historic structures that now 
hold the Park’s museum exhibits. One such structure 
is the old Stephenson Hotel building on the corner of 
Potomac and Shenandoah Streets, which hosts the 
John Brown Museum. On the north wall of the 
Stephenson Hotel stands a most peculiar monument 
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On the night of October 16, 1859, Heyward Shepherd, an industrious and respected 
colored freeman, was mortally wounded by John Brown’s raiders. In pursuance of his 
duties as an employee of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company, he became the first 
victim of this attempted insurrection. 
 
This boulder is erected by the United Daughters of the Confederacy and the Sons of the 
Confederate Veterans as a memorial to Heyward Shepherd, exemplifying the character 
and faithfulness of thousands of negroes who, under many temptations throughout 
subsequent years of war, so conducted themselves that no stain was left upon a record 
which is the peculiar heritage of the American people, and an everlasting tribute to the 
best in both races. 
 
The UDC and SCV dedicated the Heyward Shepherd monument on October 11, 1931 and 
marked the occasion with a public ceremony where, according to the National Park 
Service, “300 whites and 100 blacks gathered.”97 It is a 6 foot high, 3 foot wide, and 2 
foot thick granite monolith with rough-hewn sides and borders around a smooth cut face. 
The UDC and SCV chose the site across from the John Brown Monument that marks the 
original location of John Brown’s Fort where he and the last of his raiders made their 
final stand against federal troops.  
Public discussion calling for a monument to honor Shepherd’s sacrifice emerged 
as early as 1867 when an editor of the Virginia Free Press, based in Charles Town, West 
Virginia, suggested the erection of a monument to Shepherd.98 However, it was not until 
SCV member Matthew Page Andrews approached the UDC in 1920 that the two 
organizations began actively pursuing the construction of the monument. Andrews lived 
in nearby Shepherdstown, West Virginia, 13 miles away from Harpers Ferry. Because of 
his proximity to the historic site, Andrews grew up captivated with the story of the raid, 
and later that of Shepherd himself.  
Former Harpers Ferry National Park archaeologist, Paul A. Shackel examines the 
history of the Heyward Shepherd monument in Memory in Black and White. He writes 
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that Andrews “was dedicated to countering any pro-John Brown sentiment in this 
country,” and that he thought that the erection of a monument to Shepherd would help to 
illustrate the truth of Brown’s character.99 The UDC had been discussing the dedication 
of a monument to faithful slaves since 1904, but failed to follow through; therefore, the 
UDC readily agreed to partner with Andrews and the SCV in the construction of such a 
faithful slave monument in Harpers Ferry.100 The monument committee again foundered 
until 1930 when president general of the UDC, Elizabeth Bashinsky, re-committed the 
two groups to erecting a monument in Harpers Ferry and asked Andrews to author the 
inscription. 
The language of the monument invokes this idea of the faithful slave, who models 
what postbellum white Southerners saw as the proper relationship between white 
Americans and African Americans. The character trait that Shepherd is supposed to 
exemplify is that of subservience. When John Brown and his raiders arrived in Harpers 
Ferry to instigate a national slave revolt, Shepherd remained loyal to the traditional 
Southern class structure in his supposed refusal to join with Brown. In truth, Shepherd 
might not have been given a choice. He simply stumbled upon two of Brown’s men and 
ended up shot as a result of catching them at the start of their attack on the Armory.  
However, for those who erected the monument, there is an assumption that 
because Shepherd was an African American he would have been naturally inclined to 
join with Brown, tempted to leave his post. Of course, Shepherd’s identification as an 
African American and his complete complicity with a strict Southern class structure of 
white dominance and black subservience probably did not cross his mind in his moment 
of surprise and fear upon finding armed men on the bridge. It is unlikely that Shepherd 
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even knew the purpose of Brown’s raiders at all in the moment he discovered them on the 
bridge, and that the raiders even offered him the opportunity to join their cause.  
In their commemoration of Shepherd, the UDC and SCV subtract who Shepherd 
actually was and replaced it with what the UDC and the SCV see Shepherd as 
representing: a man who “so conducted [himself] that no stain was left upon a record 
which is the peculiar heritage of the American people.”101 This “peculiar heritage” is a 
euphemism for slavery. Despite Shepherd being a freeman, the UDC and SCV still 
connect Shepherd to slavery through his race. It is the conflation of race and slavery, 
society’s identification of African ancestry as a pre-condition to enslavement by a person 
of European ancestry. Karen Fields and Barbara Fields in their book, Racecraft, write 
about this phenomenon, noting “A second absurd assumption inseparable from race…that 
virtually everything people of African descent do, think, or say is racial in nature.”102 It is 
Shepherd’s ancestry that the UDC and SCV commemorate with their monument, not 
Shepherd himself. Through his ancestry, Shepherd becomes a hero in the eyes of the 
UDC and SCV for simply having the misfortune of being killed by Brown’s associates. 
 
 
The Modern Battle over Heyward Shepherd’s Memory 
 
  
The NPS acquired the structure on the corner of Potomac and Shenandoah Streets 
in the 1950s, also securing the land upon which it sits. Not knowing exactly what to do 
with the monument hugging the Potomac Street wall, the NPS turned the monument 
around so that the inscription faced inward to prevent visitors from seeing it.  However, 
public pressure incited the NPS to turn the inscription back out onto the street.103 In 1976, 
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the NPS removed the monument in order to protect it from construction activities from 
the renovation of the adjacent structure. The NPS worked with the UDC and SCV who 
continued to monitor and oversee the NPS’s care of their monument. 
 When the NPS returned the monument to its original location in 1981 after its 
completion of renovations to the adjoining structure, they feared for the integrity of the 
monument after receiving reports of possible plans to deface it.104 Park Superintendent 
Donald Campbell ordered the monument to be covered with a plywood box for its own 
protection; that is, of course, when the real trouble started. The NAACP protested the 
restoration of the monument, while the UDC and SCV protested against its concealment 
from the public.105 To appease both constituent groups, the NPS suggested an 
interpretative sign that would further explain who Shepherd was as well as the reasoning 
behind the construction of such a memorial. The proposed text the NPS has on record is: 
  
John Brown’s raid on the armory at Harpers Ferry caused the death of four townspeople. 
One of those who died in the fighting was Heyward Shepherd, a railroad baggagemaster 
and a free black. 
 
Although the true identity of his assailant is uncertain, Shepherd soon became a symbol 
of the ‘faithful servant’ among those who deplored Brown’s action against the traditional 
southern way of life. 
 
This monument placed here in 1931, reflects these traditional views.106 (1981) 
 
 
A closer examination of this proposed caption illustrates the desperation of the NPS to 
compromise with both the NAACP and the UDC and SCV. First, the NPS does not 
mention slavery outright, but uses a euphemism of the “tradition southern way of life.” In 
fact, the NPS refuses here to acknowledge the historical movement out of which this 
monument is inspired (the Lost Cause reverence for the faithful slave), nor do they 
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connect the monument with the thousands of similarly inspired monuments that 
commemorate the Lost Cause. Shepherd is instead a symbol of the “faithful servant.” 
Finally, the NPS describes the monument as reflecting “tradition views,” without naming 
who held these views and why. 
 For years, the NPS could not foster agreement between the NAACP and the UDC 
and SCV. The Park Superintendent Campbell suggested the two stakeholder groups meet 
to author a joint interpretive sign, but failed to get either the NAACP, who believed the 
monument should not be displayed under any circumstances, and the UDC and SCV, 
who did not support any additions to the monument, to agree. James A. Tolbert, president 
of the West Virginia chapter of the NAACP, said “Personally, I’d rather see the thing 
taken to the Potomac River at its deepest point and dropped.”107 Meanwhile, The 
Washington Post quotes G. Elliott Cummings, Maryland commander of the SCV, as 
saying, “We feel any monument speaks for itself and doesn’t require interpretation by the 
National Park Service.”108 Because the two groups would not meet and could not agree 
on a compromise, the Park Service foundered in coming up with a suitable option. The 
NAACP recommended that the NPS give the monument back to the UDC and SCV. 
However, Superintendent Campbell actually refused that option, saying “…the Shepherd 
monument and its controversy, I believe, is history that happened at Harpers Ferry.”109 
The NPS did not want to be seen as reaffirming the values illustrated through the 
monument. Therefore, the NPS determined that they should present the monument as 
“history” or in the past, rather than as part of Southern heritage today by erecting a sign 
detailing the historic context of the monument’s construction. 
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 On June 9, 1995, the NPS finally removed the plywood covering, simultaneously 
unveiling both the monument and a new interpretive sign.110 The sign is entitled, 
“Harpers Ferry History, and consists of two sections, “Heyward Shepherd” and “Another 
Perspective.” The first section describes the facts of Shepherd’s death, the monument 
dedication ceremony, and finally a discussion of the controversy surrounding the 
monument. It reads: 
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On October 17, 1859, abolitionist John Brown attacked Harpers Ferry to launch a war 
against slavery. Heyward Shepherd, a free African-American railroad baggage master, 
was shot and killed by Brown’s men shortly after midnight. 
 
Seventy-two years later, on October 10, 1931, a crowd estimated to include 300 whites 
and 100 blacks gathered to unveil and dedicate the Shepherd Monument. 
 
During the ceremony, voices raised to praise and denounce the monument. Conceived 
around the turn of the century, the monument endured controversy. In 1905, the United 
Daughters of the Confederacy states that ‘erecting the monument would influence for 
good the present and coming generations, and prove that the people of the South who 
owned slaves valued and respected their good qualities as no one else ever did or will do. 
(1995) 
 
“Another Perspective” presents W.E.B. Du Bois’ reaction to the Shepherd 
monument, a response he originally intended to have inscribed on John Browns Fort in 
	   99	  
1932. His writing captures African Americans’ celebration of Brown’s memory and the 
raiders role in awakening the United States to emancipation:  
 
Here/John Brown/Aimed at Human Slavery/A Blow/That woke a guilty nation/With him 
fought/Seven Slaves and sons of slaves./ Over his crucified corpse/Marched 200,000 
black soldiers/ and 4,000,000 freedmen/ Singing/ ‘John Brown’s Body lies a mouldering 
grave/ But his Soul Goes Marching on! 
 
 
In an interview, Campbell called it the “African-American perspective” as opposed to a 
general historical perspective of the history of Harpers Ferry.111 It is impossible to 
determine whether Campbell and the NPS meant it as an appeal to the NAACP in an 
attempt to neutralize the controversy over the Shepherd monument.  
But there exists a danger in misrepresenting history through the dichotomy the 
NPS created with its new interpretative sign. Instead of elaborating on why and who 
raised their voices to “denounce the monument” both in 1931 and 1995, the NPS offered 
the reflection of one African American, albeit that of a stellar historian and thinker, 
whose words here have actually little to do with further interpretation of the actual 
monument. While Du Bois meant his words to be a response to the monument itself, it 
does little to engage with the actual history of how the UDC and SCV came to 
commemorate the memory of Shepherd and why that version of Shepherd’s memory is 
contested. The NPS could have introduced the quote by way of explaining how African 
Americans celebrated the memory of Brown and contested this idea of the faithful slave. 
Nothing about the sign really works to unpack the controversy. The pictures, a drawing of 
Shepherd, the 1931 dedication, and a portrait of Du Bois, also do little to reveal the layers 
of history hidden within the Shepherd monument and how that monument relates to the 
entirety of the postbellum commemorative landscape.  
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 As part of a Congressional appropriations bill for the Department of Interior, 
Congressman Jesse Jackson, Jr. asked the National Park Service to compile a report 
examining interpretive programs of Civil War battlefields. In March 2000, the National 
Park Service submitted this assessment, taking a closer look at how the Park Service 
conveys the “role that the institution of slavery played in initiating the conflict.”112 
Jackson believed that by improving on-site interpretation for visitors of National Parks 
related to the events of the Civil War by expanding the scope beyond military history, 
“we then begin to arrive at the unfinished business of what is necessary from these events 
to build a more perfect union for all Americans.”113 Jackson argued that through 
education in the past, Americans can begin to better understand themselves and their 
world in the present. In the report, the NPS found that many of its media in the exhibits at 
Civil War sites has not been replaced since the 1960s and 1970s. To improve 
interpretation, the report recommends that all future work at Civil War sites be aimed at 
“linking the work of the historians with the work of field interpreters” as well as working 
towards “managing and interpreting multiple layers of resources.”114  
 Because Harpers Ferry is a national historic park, the Heyward Shepherd 
Monument stands within a space where the NPS is already doing the work of interpreting 
the site’s “multiple layers of resources.” For such a large park that is both a cultural and 
natural heritage site, the NPS is charged with bringing out each of the individuals threads 
to weave the historical and natural narrative of Harpers Ferry. These threads are Harpers 
Ferry as a pre-Civil War industrial and transportation center, John Brown’s Raid, African 
	   101	  
American history, and Harpers Ferry during the Civil War. Lower Town hosts many of 
the park’s exhibits; visitors can also explore scenic hikes where they can discover the 
ruins of Civil War forts or retrace the step of Stonewall Jackson’s military maneuvers 
during the battle of September 1862.  
 Within the Lower Town, the NPS makes use of the historic structures along 
Shenandoah, Potomac, and High Streets to dedicate space to interpreting Harpers Ferry’s 
history. Each separate structure is a themed exhibit, the smaller exhibits being basically 
displays for the site’s collection of artifacts, like the watches at A. Burton Clocks and 
Jewelry, and the larger being more interactive spaces where visitors can engage with one 
or several of the park’s historic narrative threads. The NPS also posts signs all around the 
park to help the visitor engage with the ruins of the U.S. Armory and other industrial 
buildings destroyed during the Civil War.  
 The newest addition to the park is the exhibition at the John Brown Museum that 
incorporates a more expansive view of the causes of the Civil War as well as spotlights 
Brown’s own motivations in attacking the U.S. Armory. The first of three rooms surveys 
in-depth these two themes. One of the first interpretative panels a visitor encounters is 
entitled “Am I not a Women? Am I not a Man?” that touches upon a slave’s life as 
“Peculiar Property” and slave “Resistance” throughout American history. Others entitled 
“Sectional Politics,” “Slavery’s Storm,” “Politics, Slavery, and John Brown” all try and 
place the 1859 event within the greater context of the Civil War and the struggle against 
slavery. Because historians cite Brown’s raid as one of the events that precipitated the 
outbreak of conflict, the NPS dedicates a lot of interpretive space in this museum to 
bringing that history alive. The second room deals with the raid itself with an interactive 
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display that tracks Brown and his raider’s movements throughout Harpers Ferry, while 
the final exhibit space details Brown’s trial as well as public reactions to and memories of 
the event.  
Between the second and third exhibit spaces, the NPS takes a second opportunity 
to provide the visitor with more information about Heyward Shepherd. A sign entitled, 
“Heyward Shepherd: The First Casualty,” describes who Shepherd was and his role in the 
raid. The sign says: 
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Ironically, Shepherd was the first townsperson mortally wounded during the 
Brown raid. Although accounts differ regarding the circumstances of his death, he 
probably was shot by an insurgent during the first hours of the raid. 
 
Shepherd’s innocent death was used by the Southern press to prove local blacks 
were not prepared to support Brown. Shepherd became a symbol of a submissive servant. 
Local Virginia militia companies fought for the ‘honor’ to fire a salute over Shepherd’s 
unmarked and now forgotten grave. 
 
 
Away from the divisive monument, the Park Service takes the opportunity to indirectly 
unravel the reasons for why UDC and SCV erected the Heyward Shepherd Monument 
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without actually connecting this narrative back to the physical memorial.  While the NPS 
appear to have not revisited much of their outside signage in quite some time, judging by 
the outdated style and general evidence of wear and tear, it seems odd to add further 
elaboration to Shepherd’s story without at least mentioning the monument that stands 
immediately outside the John Brown Museum.  
 In 2006, the West Virginian State Historic Preservation Office deemed the 
Heyward Shepherd Monument eligible for listing on the National Register. While the 
monument is not a National Historic Landmark, the National Park Service does consider 
the monument to be a significant resource, classifying its “significance level” as 
“contributing.”115 The NPS lists the monument as a contributing resource because it is 
“the only known memorial erected to an African American by the UDC and/or the 
SCV.”116 Therefore, the National Park Service recognizes that the significance of the 
Heyward Shepherd Monument arises from its uniqueness among the thousands of 
monuments that constitute the postbellum commemorative landscape and yet, the 
National Park Service makes no attempt to bring this significance to light in their 
interpretation of the monument itself nor elaborate on what they mean by “the only 
known memorial erected to an African American.”  
Because this government organization is charged with managing the conservation 
and preservation of natural and cultural heritage sites nationwide, the National Park 
Service has both the means and the scope to link its resources into a wider cultural and 
historical narrative. The 150th anniversary of John Brown’s Raid on Harpers Ferry taking 
place October 16 through 18, 2009 would have been an opportune time for the National 
Park Service to consider the ways in which Americans remembered and the ways in 
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which Americans remember today. A quad-state committee from West Virginia, 
Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Maryland organized a “range of commemoration events,” 
talks, walks, and an educational symposium.117 The Park Service is the caretaker for 
countless monuments strewn across the postbellum commemorative landscape, many 
concentrated on military parks and battlefields, which demonstrate the importance post-
Civil War commemoration played in how Americans constructed Civil War memory. 
There should be a coordinated interpretative program through which to draw these 
disparate sites together, particularly for those sites considered to be of “contributing” 
significance. 
In the National Park Service’s assessment of their interpretation of Civil War 
sites, under “Obstacles to Success,” the NPS writes, “Another factor not to be taken 
lightly are the differing opinions and points of view on the telling of the Civil War story 
held by the visiting public.”118 This breadth of opinion overwhelms caretakers like the 
NPS as monuments and symbols of the Confederacy continue to be caught up in the 
center of this hailstorm of controversy. Because individuals still identify personally with 
these monuments in such different ways, negatively and positively, it is impossible that 
any sort of consensus could be reached between the different stakeholder groups. The 
National Park Service and other municipal agencies continue to leave these markers 
standing as a testament to the values and beliefs of their creators without any indication 
as to the monument’s connection to the history of the postbellum commemorative 
landscape. Any insertion of interpretative materials on site is subject to further protest by 
Southern heritage stakeholder groups, a “factor not to be taken lightly;” but by doing 
nothing, without linking the monument to the history of Jim Crow, government and 
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municipal agency groups fail to address the concerns of stakeholders who advocate for its 
removal. In each case study, Alexandria, New Orleans, and Harpers Ferry, the caretaker 
unsuccessfully challenged the Southern heritage narrative. This leads to the nagging the 
question that lurks in the shadowed margins of all three of the case studies: if the time to 
mount a successful reclamation of Southern history and postbellum monuments is not 
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CONCLUSION 
Looking Forward: Understanding Just Outcomes 
 
  
The process of preservation is about actions: how preservationists engage with 
stakeholders, educate stakeholders, conserve materials, and prevent a building from being 
demolished. Through the process of preservation, preservation professionals arrive at an 
outcome, which is the preservation and conservation of a significant site or object. The 
three case studies, Alexandria, Virginia, New Orleans, Louisiana, and Harpers Ferry, 
West Virginia illustrate how municipal and government agencies manage the process of 
preservation for these contested objects. The caretaker in each example attempted to 
claim the monument as a historic resource, but did not work to link the historic fabric to 
historical scholarship nor interpret the monument’s layered history for the public, 
resulting in an unstable outcome where the future of the monument in public space is still 
uncertain.  
In the case of the Liberty Place Monument, the Louisiana State Historic 
Preservation Office focused its efforts in bringing about an outcome (the continued 
presence of the monument in public space) but cared little about the process or the people 
involved. Stakeholders might also only see outcomes of preservation or removal. The 
National Park Service attempted to bring together the NAACP, the United Daughters of 
the Confederacy, and Sons of Confederate Veterans to author an interpretive sign; 
however, neither wanted to participate in the work of preservation, each stakeholder 
group only wanted to ensure the NPS met their demands. Regarding the preservation of 
postbellum monuments, both preservation professionals and stakeholders are stuck in a 
cycle of inaction that leads to deficient outcomes.   
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When preservation professionals, municipal agencies, and government 
organizations work to broker agreement among stakeholders, attempts at compromise 
border on the ridiculous. In Harpers Ferry, the NPS capitulated to the UDC and SCV’s 
damands, re-erecting the Heyward Shepherd Monument, but then immediately hid it 
within a plywood box. Alexandria’s Confederate Statue stands in the center of a heavily 
trafficked parkway, a danger to motorists, because Alexandria’s commitment to 
preserving its history inhibits the City Council from beginning the process of finding a 
less dangerous location.  
The instinct of caretakers in charge of the preservation of postbellum monuments 
is to placate the immediate discomforts of concerned citizens without addressing the 
foundational problems that incited debate in the first place. Such failures are indicative of 
a flaw in preservation methodology that stresses stakeholder participation in developing 
preservation management policies in situations where agreement is impossible and 
compromise ineffective in responding to groups advocating for removal. The idea that 
preservationists can guide stakeholders beyond their political differences is an absurd 
fantasy; a statue cannot bring groups together who have such fundamentally conflicting 
values and beliefs. Preservation professionals have the ability to use the past to create 
positive changes in American society, but only as political actors who strongly advocate 
for the educational value of the historic narrative told by postbellum monuments, not as 







 Preservation professionals administer preservation policy, but preservationists do 
not enact legislation. Lawmaking is the purview of national, state, and local officials who 
are elected representatives and beholden to their constituents. Southern heritage groups 
are skilled in influencing public opinion and very successful in lobbying elected officials 
to enforce preservation policies that prevent changes in the interpretation and material 
fabric of the postbellum commemorative landscape. A recent example: in February 2013, 
the Memphis City Council voted to temporarily rename three of its city owned parks, 
ordering the nameplates removed. The Nathan Bedford Forrest, Confederate, and 
Jefferson Davis parks became the Health Science, Memphis, and Mississippi River parks 
respectively. Memphis made its decision in reaction to Tennessee State Representative 
Steve McDaniel introduction of a bill entitled the “Tennessee Heritage Protection Act of 
2013” that prohibited Memphis and other local government agencies from: relocating, 
removing, renaming, altering, rededicating, or disturbing any “statue, monument, 
memorial, nameplate, or plaque” relating to any military engagement undertaken by the 
United States including “the War Between the States.”1 Governor Bill Haslam signed 
McDaniel’s bill on April 1, 2013, putting mounting pressure on the Memphis City 
Council to restore the parks’ original names. As of May 2013, the City Council has not 
made a decision, leaving unresolved not only the future of the parks’ names, but also that 
of the large equestrian statue of Forrest, which was part of Memphis’ initial plans for 
alterations to commemorative materials within Forrest Park.2  
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Memphis is an extreme example of the ways in which the objectives of Southern 
heritage preservationists become institutionalized within state laws. The influence of 
Southern heritage groups over government representatives and agencies is less 
pronounced in the case studies, but more pronounced in instances like Francis Shubert’s 
successful law suit forcing the City of New Orleans to comply with the recommendations 
of the Louisiana State Historic Preservation Office or in the 1890 Virginian law that 
prevents the removal or relocation of Alexandria’s Confederate Statue. Southern heritage 
preservationists have always had the political capability to organize powerful lobbies 
against changes and alterations to the postbellum commemorative landscape. These 
stakeholders today continue to exclude the history of slavery and racism from the public 
memory of Southern history and from the public’s understanding of Southern heritage. 
By not acknowledging postbellum monuments for what they are, the “civic iconography” 
of the “South’s Jim Crow regime,” advocates for preservation reaffirm the cause of the 
Southern heritage groups that erected the postbellum monuments and continue to deny 
African Americans their agency as full and equal citizens of the United States in both the 
past and the present.3 
Advocates for removal challenge the status quo and question the Southern 
heritage narrative that overwhelms the public’s understanding of Southern history and 
memory. These stakeholders’ reasoning for removal is this connection between the 
postbellum monument and the history of slavery and racism in the American South. The 
NAACP, who protested for the removal of both the Liberty Place Monument and the 
Heyward Shepherd Monument, could not convince either the NPS or the New Orleans 
City Council to outright agree that postbellum monuments represent a racist history and 
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therefore should be removed, nor would the NPS or New Orleans City Council agree to 
fully explaining that narrative on site. The continued failure of groups like the NAACP to 
remove postbellum monument from public spaces is indicative of the unequal distribution 
of political power between advocates for preservation and advocates for removal when it 
comes to the NAACP’s thwarted reclamation of the Southern heritage narrative. 
Preservation professionals first and foremost oversee the physical preservation 
and conservation of historic resources, and laws such as the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 sanction and regulate this preservation work. In recent years, 
preservationists tout benefits of preservation that go far beyond materials into stimulating 
social and economic development, endorsing preservation programs that encourage 
neighborhood revitalization, sustainability, and tourism. In preserving postbellum 
monuments, preservationists, municipal agencies, and government organizations engage 
with stakeholders groups not necessarily because they are always actively working 
through a values-based approach to preservation management, but because these battles 
over monuments are public, conspicuous, attract media interest, and draw the attention of 
the local community. Whether they enter willingly or not into the social sphere, these 
caretakers must attend to local stakeholders, and it is in administering to stakeholder 
values that preservationists fail to initiate a fair process that achieves a just outcome. The 
flaw in the preservationists’ approach to the preservation of postbellum monuments is 
that many believe an apolitical outcome possible; in each case study, Alexandria, New 
Orleans, and Harpers Ferry, the caretaker worked to minimize political fallout. But the 
preservation of postbellum monuments is inherently political; the monuments themselves 
are intimately tied to the politics of the white Southern Democrats of the Jim Crow era. 
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In order to achieve a just outcome, preservationists are compelled to ignore 
stakeholders, and instead advocate for the joining of historical scholarship with the 
postbellum commemorative landscape. In removing monuments, preservation 
professionals, municipal agencies, and government organizations do the local community 
a disservice in subtracting a historic resource that can be used to expose this relationship 
between postbellum monument building and Jim Crow. Preserving the monument on its 
original site with no additional insertion of the monument’s connection to Jim Crow does 
not constitute a just outcome. It is not enough to preserve, since leaving the monument 
unaltered reinforces the Southern heritage narrative in public memory rather than 
forwarding a new conception of Southern history, inclusive of both white American and 
African American heritage. Yet, making this connection between monument and history 
is not easy, especially when the most hardline and vocal stakeholders, those that only see 
preservation with no interpretative insertions and those that only see removal, will always 
lose. 
There are few sites that successfully interpret their history in a way that promotes 
public discussion of past and present violations of human and civil rights.  The 
International Coalition of Sites of Consciousness is such a group that supports member 
sites that “interpret history through historic sites,” “engage in programs that stimulate 
dialogue on pressing social issues,” and “promote humanitarian and democratic values as 
a primary function.”4 Accredited member sites in the United States include the Martin 
Luther King, Jr. National Historic Site and the Eleanor Roosevelt National Historic Site. 
Many of the International Coalition’s members are museums though some of those 
museums are within historic structures, such as the National Civil Rights Museum in 
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Memphis, Tennessee located at the Lorraine Motel.  Because accredited members are 
sites or museums, partners with the International Coalition have both the resources and 
the luxury to develop a coordinated interpretive program that engages visitors with both 
the history and the historic fabric. Can postbellum monuments be transformed into an 
educational resource that “promote[s] humanitarian and democratic values?” How could 
history be linked to the site of a postbellum monument? Partly conceived by University 
of Louisville’s Pan-African Studies Professor Blaine Hudson, Louisville, Kentucky’s 
Freedom Park sets the standard for developing a full interpretive sign program on the site 
of a postbellum monument. 
 
Making the History Connection: Freedom Park 
             
At the junction of Third and East Brandeis Streets in Louisville, stands a 70-foot tall 
monument dedicated by the Kentucky Woman’s Confederate Monument Association in 
1895. Two bronze figures, one an artilleryman 
brandishing a ramrod and the other a cavalryman drawing 
a sword, are located at the base. A third bronze soldier is 
at the top of the 70-foot pillar in a position of rest, hands 
grasping the muzzle of his rifle. The inscription on the 
north side of the monument reads, “Our Confederate 
Dead 1861-1865,” while the inscription on the south side 
reads, “Tribute to the rank and file of the armies of the 
South.” 
Figure 4- 1: Confederate Monument 
(Louisville, KY) 
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 In 1997, the Department of Interior approved the listing of the Louisville 
Confederate Monument on the National Register of Historic Places as part of a multiple-
property listing for “Civil War Monuments of Kentucky 1861 to 1935.”5 Kentucky and 
Arkansas, who nominated their state’s Civil War commemorative sculpture in 1996, are 
the only two states to list postbellum monuments as a multiple-property listing on the 
National Register.6 Joseph E. Brent, who prepared Kentucky’s forms, justifies the 
Louisville monument’s listing under National Register Criterion A, which describes a 
property that is “associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history.”7 He writes that the monument “is significant within the 
context of ‘Civil War Monuments in Kentucky, 1861-1935.’”8 Brent and the Kentucky 
State Historic Preservation Office recognize the significance of the Louisville 
Confederate Monument within the larger context of the Kentucky postbellum 
commemorative landscape as a whole. 
In 2002, the University of Louisville approved the construction of an 
interpretative park that would bring an “accurate representation of the late ante-bellum 
and Civil War period in Louisville,” using the Confederate Monument as a counterpoint 
for relating a narrative of “the struggle for freedom.”9 The University of Louisville and 
Professor Hudson worked with the Kentucky Historical Society and the Louisville 
Planning Department to construct the park in conjunction with the Lincoln Bicentennial. 
The goal of Freedom Park is “educating the audience on the outlined themes to expand 
public knowledge,” with such historic themes as antebellum life, the Civil War, 
Reconstruction, the end of segregation, the Civil Rights movement, and the post-Civil 
Rights movement in Kentucky.10 
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The University worked to juxtapose the Louisville Confederate Monument with a 
full historical discussion of slavery and racism in Kentucky history through the insertion 
of an interpretive sign program. The monument stands on the southern point of a triangle 
shaped plot at the fork of South 3rd and South 2nd Streets with the University of Louisville 
Playhouse opposite the monument along the triangle’s northern edge. In the 2007 Master 
Plan, Rowland Design, Inc. envisioned Freedom Park in front of the southern façade of 
the Playhouse so that visitors to the park circulated throughout this semicircular area on 
axis with the monument. This design incorporated an interpretive panel called “One 
Memory of the Civil War,” with a window through which visitors could see the 
Louisville Confederate Monument to the south while reading the history of this 
postbellum monument.  
 
Figure 4- 2: Rowland Design, Inc. 2007 Master Plan 
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Freedom Park as built is different than the plans proposed by Rowland Design, 
Inc in 2007. The park surrounds the entire playhouse with signs placed throughout the 
northern side of the triangle plot. Visitors starts 
at a sign entitled “Settlement” on the corner of 
South 2nd and East Brandeis, moving 
chronologically through the interpretative signs 
counter clockwise around the Playhouse, ending 
with the sign, “The Ongoing Struggle.” Each 
sign is composed of three panels, a title panel and two history panels, relating a detailed 
history based on a stated theme. The sign entitled “Slavery” begins its narrative in 1619 
with the first Africans being brought to British North American and continues through 
emancipation in 1865. It works to explain how slavery was “both an economic and social 
institution,” describing slavery as “a way of life which the myth of black inferiority was 
used to rationalize the inherent evils of human bondage.”11 On the north side of the 
Playhouse is a separate set of nine panels depicting Kentucky’s Civil Rights activists. 
 As of January 2013, the University had not erected the sign with the window 
through which visitors could read information regarding the 
Confederate Monument and no other sign refers to the 
monument in connection to the history of the postbellum 
commemorative landscape. While the University did 
succeed in bringing to light Kentucky’s history of slavery 
and racism in a public space, Freedom Park stands along 
Figure 4- 4: Freedom Park Interpretive 
Sign, “The Underground Railroad” 
 
Freedom Park 
Louisville Confederate Monument 
Figure 4- 3: Location of Freedom Park and 
Confederate Monument 
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side the monument instead of directly speaking to the Confederate Monument. Because it 
was the University that headed the project and not the city, arguably, the academic 
institution had more freedom to build the park and to include material that some 
stakeholders might object too. Southern heritage groups, like the Sons of Confederate 
Veterans, spoke out against the University on Southern heritage blogs and internet 
forums, believing that their “Confederate history had deliberately been diluted and 
dishonored,” but could not exert the same influence over University officials as Southern 
heritage groups had over government representatives in previous cases.12 The 
University’s stakeholders, students, faculty, and Board of Trustees, supported the 
institution in creating an interpretive program for a previously uninterpreted Southern 
heritage object. 
 
“A Force in Creating the Future” 
 
 The University succeeded in creating such a detailed history for Freedom Park 
because the project was expert-driven rather than stakeholder-driven, and these experts 
were less beholden to the values and beliefs of stakeholders who spoke out against the 
University’s designs. Academic institutions and professional historians possess greater 
autonomy and therefore, greater discretion to craft a historical narrative based on 
empirical data and unchained from the power of public memory. Expert-driven 
preservation management of postbellum monuments would free preservationists to act, to 
make the history connection, but not all community members would agree that the 
expert’s work is within their best interest. As Freedom Park illustrates, there are benefits 
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to an expert-driven approach to preservation management. However, championing a top-
down approach asks preservation professionals to step into the political limelight, take on 
the role of Howard Zinn’s “activist-scholar;” it’s also playing with fire, setting a 
dangerous precedent for preservation professionals to further separate preservation 
management policies from the needs and concerns of stakeholder groups.13 
 Through an expert-driven approach, preservation professionals can craft a 
preservation process that makes the history connection and maintains the postbellum 
monument on its original site. In the midst of public controversy, relocation rises to the 
forefront of possible solutions because caretakers see moving the monument to a less 
prominent space as a means of deflating the monument’s importance in public life. A 
monument commemorates, celebrates, and serves to act as a physical reminder for a 
memory of people, places, and events. When a monument is noticeably displayed on a 
heavily trafficked public thoroughfare, the public reads the monument in its role as a 
commemorative or celebratory object; the viewer sees the postbellum monument as 
heritage, actively relaying a Southern heritage memory, rather than interpreting the 
monument as history, a historic resource. By removing the monument from a prominent 
public space, a municipal agency or the National Park Service hope to disengage itself 
from the message written into the monument as well as limit the number of people who 
see it. 
 In each case study, Alexandria, New Orleans, and Harpers Ferry, relocation was 
proposed or carried out as a way of diffusing public protest; but moving a monument 
means separating it from its site-specific meaning, partly destroying its significance as a 
historic resource. Professional preservation standards discourage the relocating of historic 
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structures and objects unless absolutely necessary for the preservation of that resource’s 
material form. The National Park Service defines an attribute of a cultural resources’ 
integrity as being “the exact geographic location of a resource and the nature of its 
setting.”14 Article Six of the International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration 
of Monuments and Sites states: “Wherever the traditional setting exists, it must be 
kept.”15 Site and setting remain integral to how preservationists define the historic 
integrity and authenticity of a historic or cultural resource. Relocation used as a political 
maneuver to abate public controversy is not part of an effective preservation management 
plan for an individual monument. However, if site-specific circumstances necessitate the 
relocation of the monument in order to protect its material form, as in the case of 
Alexandria’s Confederate Statue, relocation then is executed as a means of managing the 
preservation of the monument rather than simply as a means to divert public attention and 
quell outcry.  
And yet, protecting the monument’s physical fabric is not enough when 
confronted with the monument’s allusion to America’s long history of slavery and 
racism. The physical conservation of a historic structure or object is the easy part, apply 
this treatment there, prevent water infiltration, and protect the material from the elements. 
It is the meaning people attach to historic places that makes preservation worthwhile, the 
intersection of physical fabric, history, and community.16 Unfortunately, the memory and 
meaning encapsulated within an historic resource is not always positive, but many times 
difficult, an illustration of hate, discrimination, and prejudice.  
A monument can serve to illuminate the unseen history of an urban or natural 
landscape, such as the location where a group of soldiers mustered before setting off to 
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war or the area in which a battle took place. The issue then is not that this history 
happened at the site of the monument, but that an object so intimately entwined with the 
Jim Crow era does not also serve to illuminate this history of racism in America. In each 
case study, the caretaker made an additional insertion or alteration to the monument yet 
did not go far enough to encapsulate the complex and layered history of the disjointed 
postbellum commemorative landscape. The involvement of preservationists like the 
Louisiana State Historic Preservation Office or agencies used to dealing with interpretive 
material like the National Park Service did not constructively affect the outcome despite 
the preservationists experience in managing historic resources and interpreting 
significance for the public.  
Municipal agencies and government organizations fail to take control of the 
politically charged historical narrative of postbellum monuments when contending with 
the differing beliefs and values of stakeholders who oppose compromise. In examples 
where caretakers attempted to broker compromise, the resulting outcome ineffectually 
addressed the issues presented by the legacy of slavery and racism in American history. 
Municipal agencies and government organizations cannot have their cake and eat it too. 
Caretakers and preservation professionals will never be able to devise a solution 
acceptable to everyone that also promotes an interpretation of the monument’s historic 
context and conforms to modern historical analysis of the era. While Southern heritage 
groups have the right to commemorate Civil War memory in any way they see fit, 
monuments within public spaces under government control should not capitulate to racist 
holdovers from the postbellum era, but offer an expansive historic context of the 
monument in an effort to promote public understanding of Jim Crow’s civic iconography. 
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Sandra Arnold, a history student at Fordham University’s School of Professional 
and Continuing Studies is currently designing an internet database that compiles 
information regarding unmarked cemeteries used for the burial of enslaved peoples.17 
The Burial Database Project of Enslaved African Americans works to raise community 
awareness about the location of these lost burial grounds to prevent their destruction 
through lack of maintenance or new construction. While Arnold intends for the database 
to assist in the preservation of the physical sites, she begins her campaign on the internet, 
an expansive survey and documentation of resources.  
 
Figure 4- 5:  Mock-Up of Monument Internet Database 
 
By creating a similar online database for the postbellum commemorative 
landscape, monuments could be surveyed, documented, and sorted according to date of 
erection, geographic position, style, memorial content, or any number of categories that 
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would help the public to better understand this historic landscape. Software programs like 
Esri’s ArcGIS could be a platform through which to manage an internet geodatabase for 
sorting and analyzing geographic data. By presenting the postbellum commemorative 
landscape through an internet map, anyone would be able to access and see the 
geographic extent of the commemorative landscape. A website allows for unlimited space 
in which to present information, geographic information could be paired with historical 
interpretation, and a digital format permits flexibility in changing the history with time. 
The creation of a geodatabase is a large undertaking used to unite the landscape into a 
more easily understood feature.  
 
Figure 4- 6: Mock-Up of a Monument Map (Monument Avenue, Richmond, VA) 
The benefits of an expert-driven online database managed through a partnership 
of preservation professionals and historians is that it could be used to pull together a 
variety of resources and perspectives to create heavily curated content for use by the 
 
Robert E. Lee 
Monument Avenue, Richmond, VA 
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general public as well as municipal and government agencies struggling with the 
problems that arise in preserving the postbellum commemorative landscape. By moving 
the bulk of interpretive material offsite, an online database circumvents the issues that 
result from contented ownership of a monument and the differences in stakeholder values 
and beliefs. When a government agency owns or is in charge of the caring for an 
individual monument, that agency must, in part, concede to the oversight of concerned 
stakeholders. Since anything added to the site would be publically accessible, usually on 
government owned property, the process of creating interpretive materials must be 
transparent and open to community participation. An online database would also be 
publically accessible, but not accountable to local or state pressures that are not always 
concerned about a national context or with current academic scholarship. 
However, because moving interpretative material offsite is an avoidance of the 
problems of preserving the actual monument on site, it is a missed opportunity to engage 
the local community in this wondrous exchange between space, memory, and history. By 
engaging stakeholders in the development of preservation management policies, 
preservation professionals cultivate stakeholder investment in the future of the site. 
Through a stakeholder-driven approach to preservation, preservation professionals 
recognize stakeholders’ personal stake in the preservation of their heritage resources and 
encourage stakeholders to continue to care about why and how a site is preserved. An 
expert driven-approach is a missed opportunity for stakeholders to reclaim the public 
space for all community members.  
An online database is not a solution, but the beginning of one. There exist 
thousands of monuments strewn across the American South that are separated from one 
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another by location; however when read together, these monuments compose the 
postbellum commemorative landscape that emerged at a time in history for the very 
specific reason of influencing public memory. With such a fractured landscape, it is 
challenging for the visitor to a single monument to envision the history of the whole. The 
preservation of the postbellum commemorative landscape presents the challenge of 
preserving the disjointed landscape, an example for the preservation of other fractured 
historic resources separated by geographic location.  
Additionally, the preservation of postbellum monuments offers preservationists 
the opportunity to confront and interpret the legacy of slavery and racism in American 
history, claiming these monuments for the community of the present. In Karen E. Field’s 
essay, “What One Cannot Remember Mistakenly,” she discusses the process through 
which she helped her Grandmother write her memoir about growing up in Charleston, 
South Carolina during the Jim Crow era. She writes, “…Gram assigned me a part in a 
continuing guerrilla war in which memory is not only a source of information about the 
past but also a force in creating the future.”18 As preservationists, we should consider our 
part in this “guerrilla war” on memory, working to transform monuments memorializing 
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